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THequeilion ha« been often agiUled, ivLellier l'li€ologicat Con- 
troveriy han teniled in any good nieasnre fu promote llie knowledgo 
or Divine Truili. ThU quealiun, tiowever, id an abXracI form, ii 
nol easily answered ; mueh de[)entls ou eircu instances, and il lias al- 
way» been ho ; judgment ouglil to be exercised in tlic ease, so as la 
determine on what controversies may be ai;itated, and when thpy may 
be entered on with the be>t [>ru»pecl of suceess. 'i'bc judgmcn 
ciseil by mere [larlisant anil sectaries ;''■"■ 
ease, with iheni the ]>rD*periiy of iheii 
and ihougli religion may be at a low t 
quiet in their section all is »e\\. If the bei 
is to be promoted by couirDversy. then, the i 
cd on and pursued with zeal. But ifsever 
leresleil in apposing some declared errurK,ai 
t largely ii 



respreled in ihia 
n is uvery thing, 
are smooth ani 
^Rl of a parlionlar partjr 
lutroverty must be enter-' 
I parlies be equally in-' 
d it cannot be agreed up«i\ .., 



f thill 



ic lory, all will agree to be »■•_ 
]ent,itnd let the error run on, leaving it, they »ay, 1o God, nuibingguoA' 
can be hoped for in such a controversy. Thus it Ims beeu fur soin^ I 
time pati in lliii region of the church, la viliitiii ihe altention of the ,1 
Reader must be directed. The gruwlh and speed of UNiv£aiALisK 
is the more pa>-licular subject. It appears frum (lie fie^t.«ferof tSt7, 
thai there were in this State nine Universalis! Socielie 



same Register in 1639, it appears that Iher 



igbtoflbfti 
)nsiderable proportion nf ibis increase of 
Universaliitn is of tbe'Nun-relribution class. I'll is i>t tlie ground ai- 
lumed by Mr. Batfour, and bis book is urilten tu give efficacy, aail 
currency to a sysiein which delivers all men from all moral obligL-^ 
lion, and introduces the vilest of the liuman race, iheir hands dcBTea 
with blood, to Ibe bosom of heaven's bliss, and to the embrace of « 
holy Und. What has been written and published on ibis theory 
heretofore, for the mo'it pari, has been very far from reputable cither 
to authoriiliip or muralily. Bui Mr. B — stands forward as a man 
of letters, IVum his yoaib he lias classed niiti (be more serious, evan- 
gelical, and God-fearing pari of the religious community : be has fur 
years been endeavouriug lo establish a society of Christians upon 
principles more pure and simple, than what lias yet appeared in Chris- 
tendom ; these circumstances give character and interest to his change 
of iheulogical system, and his book, from Ibe very nature of the case, 
must gain attention, and his system admirers. There is another 
thing. Mr. B — 's departure from orthodox ground has been declared 
til have been occasioned, or assisted, by the doctrinal defecfinns so 
manifest in our orlbodox churches. Upon his tirst step towards Uni- 
versalism he asked and repeatedly < - ■ - 

vice of theologians in high repute 
helping his return, drove lumfarthe 



igbt belter instructii>n and ad- 
I uur schools, but llietie, instead of 
astray, and abandoned him In ibe 
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devourer. With kucIi impression* upon his mini], as these cireumstan- 
ee8 must neccMurily proiliiee, Mr. B — sal iloivn to wrile hiit bnok, >nil 
jiisliReil him, a« he (liaught, in rrenrioi; the »iiole ortliodoi body ai 
fallen and vanquished, us a body unable la say a word in vindieaiion 
of the doctrines they had been prupHgaling for cenluries — doclrines 
believed by many, but thai could be pnived by none. With these lbing« 
before the publir, and ihe '■ lnr|iiiry" circulating wider ami wi'ler, a 
challeni;e appears in one of llie moat rcspeelable journals in our 
city, calling upon the ministers iif reli^inn to show eause, k by (faey 
have for so many years Iitken wages fur prearhing the doclrine of re- 
tribution, or to give op Iheir claim In talent and hoaesly. To l\ti»piii- 
Jic, and I mustsny canrfiJ challenge there appeared a very uncanrfuf re- 
ply, a reply that did tittle credit to the man whn wrote it, and less to 
the parly who dictated it. But it was evident that orlhodnxy would 
not appear in the gap, and viih this impression upon the public miod, 
The " Inquiry" was put upnn the author of Ihe following diseourses, 
which are offered us a reply. And here it must be understood that these 
Lectures were oot obtruded upon the public ear, a reply was demand- 
ed, and many a serious Christian a^ked ' Will nu one meet this un- 
eircuiDcised Pliilisline who halh defied the armies of the living God.* 
Under these circumslaDcea the service in the following pa^es was of- 
fered, provided a pulpit were furuished in some suitable place. Thu 
o&er brought lo light the enemies of free inquiry of every parly. The 
Universalist Magazine deali in a style little nhurt of scurrility — the 
Telrgragh joined issue with the Magazine, and passed sentence upoB 
the projected plan of ili>bale — the H'atckvian, for want of a beller ex- 
ample, eopied the Telegraphic senlcnce, and ihus all parlies showed 
their disapprobaliou of free inquiry. Notwithstanding all this (hft 
Methodists showed their independence, and voted, in two separate 
meetings of their Board, their pulpit, and the lime was announced for 
the commencement of the Lecture. But alas! some lime serving 
spirit was suBfered (o steal into their cabinet, and so these good peopta 
were compelled after all their voting, to revoke iheir own doings and 
withdraw their desk from the controversy. At I his crisis the Uni- 
versalist Soeietg iu Charleslown offered iheir place, and slond to their 
engagement, and here the Lectures were Anally delivered to a crowded 
and allenlive audience, with what effect remains yet tu appear. 

of literature is considered as a respeolK- 



ble performance. The following discourses are not intended by tbeir 
author lo dispute this : ihe same body of learning is not neede<f in the 
reply, neither does the author offer himself as a rival on this ground, 
his aitainmenis in this particular, especially, are small and limited ; 
but he hopes that they will he found suRicienI to meel the " Inquiry" 
on those subjects treated therein ; his great object has been, as much 
as possible, to release the subject from these perplexities, instead of 
farther iuvolviug it iu labyrinths, not easily explored by common rea- 
ders. 
BQSton, February, IS 39. 
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M,vttm:i1iatioft and trial of the ground taken in the Inquiry. 



BELOVED, BEMETE NOT EVERY SPIRIT, BUT TRY THE SPIRITS 
WHETHER THEY BE OF OoD. 1 JokH Iv. I. 

Christianity, with all ife peculiarities, with all its high^ 
and divine authorities, makes no demand upon man, but 
what may be denominated a reasonable service. Jehovah is 
the self existent fountain of intelligence : from this source 
proceeds, and from this source is enriched the whole moral 
creation of God : by whatever name tliese beings are to bg 
known — whether thrones, dominions, principalities or^ 
powers— whether angel or man, they are to be known as 
reasoriable and intelligent beings. In whatever state the^ : 
intelligences dwdl, under whatever form they may appear^ 
with vi^hatever bodies they may come — whether in vehicle . 
of flesh or of spirit ; no yoke of bondage must be imposed 
on the mind ; whatever is mental must be as free ia its 
moral agency^ as is the mind of Deity. Thus constituted, 
the human mind cannot be acted upon physically or me- 
chanically, whatever is presented as truth, must come with 
reasonable evidence ; no mere authority can enforce the 
thing ; if it be wanting in evidence, the mere employment of 
power to enforce it, rather tends to awaken suspicion, and 
lessen its credit. Hence, a miracle, real or pretended^: 
wrought in confirmation of what is either palpably false, or 
wanting in credit, so far from giving it the aspect of truth, 
gives it the colour of a lie. Had the mind of man never 
been depraved and polluted by sin, there had never been 
the need of miracle ; and just as the mind is enabled to di- 
vest itself of all sinful impurity, and to exercise its own in- 
telligfence, it is capable of comprehending and acknowledg- 
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ing the truth, without the intervention of a supernatund 
agency. 

Much as we are disposed to admit the idea of humat> dfr 
pruvily, we are, nevertheless, careful not to abandon oi^ 
minds to every wind of doctrine. Whatever may be the 
plea of old and safije antiquity — whatever the as»uniptions of 
learning, the impositions of deep research, or the boastings 
of heavenly communicj lions, we wiilihold our assent and 
consent, till reasonable evidence he bron^^ht down to ot^ 
humblest comprehension. Upon this principle the mind 
and will of God are made known to men : and the Deity is 
careful that the human mind should be exposed to no im* 
position, or being exposed, should be upon the alert to de- 
tect and apprehend every imposture. Hence God wanwd 
the Israelites against the approaches of deception in signs 
and wonders and dreams, testifying to what neither they 
nor their fithers knew, that is, of which they had no evi- 
dence ; and commanded them to hold fast, and to continue 
only in that of which they had the most positive dcmonstia- 
tion. Such too is the doctrine inculcated in both books of 
the law, the old covenant, and the new. This is the evi- 
dence our Divine Saviour produces, and to which he ap- 
peals: *If I do not the works of my Father believe tne 
not :' — ' If any man will do his will he shall know of the 
doctrine whether it be of God or whether I speak of myself,* 
or, whether 1 am an impostor. Such also is the criterion to 
which the ministry of the apostles is brought. ' The Jews 
require a sign and the Greeks seek after wisdom, but we 
preach Christ crucified — Christ the power of God and the 
wisdom of God.' Upon this same principle goes the advice 
given by John, the Beloved Disciple, the Evangelist and the 

Divine 

' Beloved, believe not every spirit, but try the spirits 
whether ihey be of God — Because many false teachers arc 
gone out into the world.' Men and brethren, this is the 
principle upon which we are assembled this evening. Reve- 
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lation is our accredited standard, and to this alone shall we 
appeal in the exercise of our reason and judgment. In this 
appeal we shall endeavour to divest ourselves of all party 
prejudice j to us it is to be a matter of small account what 
is orthodox, or what is heresy, the question with us js, on- 
ly, WHAT IS TRUE ? 

It will now be our business to take a distinct view of the 
ground for which we are to contend ; it will be highly 
proper diat we ascertain, with exact precision, the ground 
assumed by our author in his " Inquiry." In order to make 
our way to this plain and cle;ir, it will be necessary to mark 
the ground usually taken by Universalisls in general ; this 
will be important as it will enable us to see whether Mr. 
Balfour's ground is the same as that already occupied by 
Universalists, or whether his is new and untried. 

The ground usually and hitherto taken by Universalists 
admits of three views. 1. The immediate salvation of all. 
2. The annihilation of the wicked after a limited punish- 
ment, though this class are Destructionists rather than Uni- 
versalists : and 3. The final restoration of all who shall be 
disciplined by the punishment divine goodness shall inflict. 
Our author shall state his own ground for himself; his 
words are, ** The simple object in this inquiry, is, to cx- 
" amine the foundation on which the doctrine of endless 
" misery is> built." Our author proceeds to explain, " This 
*' doctrine rests on the Jact or the falsehood that a place 
*' called Hell, in a future stale, is prepared for the punishment 
" of the wicked." From the statement of the question thus 
far, it would seem that our author was going only to show 
that there is no place of "endless misery," for he says thut 
•' this Inquiry is, to examine the foundation on which the 
" doctrine of ENDLESS misery is built." But upon pursu- 
ing his ground a little farther, it Is evident, he intends not 
simply to oppose the doctrine of endless misery, but the 
doctrine oi future punishment altogether, whatever may be 
the degree or duration of that misery or punishment i for 
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he says that " in speaking, and preaching, and writing on 
" the subject, this," twimQly^ future punishment j " is always 
" presumed as true. It is taken for grafted as indisputable. 
** Most Universalists have conceded this to their opponents," 
that there is a place of future punishment, "and have cpa- 
** tended not against the existence of such a place of misery, 
" but against the endless duration of its punishment* All 
" the principal writers on both sides of the question proceed 
" on this ground, that there is a place of future punishment, 
•* and that the name of it is. BelL Winchester, Murray, 
** Chauncey, Huntington and others, all admit that Hell is a 
" place of future punishment. Edwards, Strong, and others 
" who opposed them, had no occasion to prove this but on- 
" ly to show that it was to be endless in its duration." We 
now see, very distinctly, that our author's object is to con- 
tend agairfst future punishment in every view of it ; this con- 
clusion is demonstrated by what is added : " This Inquiry 
*' is principally for the purpose of investigating, if what h^s 
*' been taken for granted by the one party, and conceded by 
*'the other is a doctrine taught in scripture." That is, 
that the doctrine of future punishment i^ not taught in scrips 
ture. We now perceive that there is some little inaccuracy 
in Mr. B — 's outset ; he says in the very first sentence that 
the simple object of his Inquiry is to be on the doctrine of 
endless misery : but we see now that that is not his simple 
object^ for his Inquiry is ^"^ principally^^ to investigate the 
doctrine oi future misery, without any special regard to its 
limitation or duration. He is as much opposed to Win- 
chester, Murray, Chauncey and Huntington, advocates for 
a limited future punishment, as to Edwards and Strong, ad- 
vocates for eternal punishment. 

I hope that I liave not mistaken Mr. B?— 's question, I 
have looked at it on all sides, and under every form of ex- 
pression, and I have appealed to his readers too, and the 
impression he has made on every mind, I have consulted, 
is in accordance with that made on my own, namely, that 
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Mr. B — 's scheme denies the doctrine of any future jmn, 
ishment. However, there is one more view to be taken pf ' 
the stated question, which perhaps will afford a still more ' 
distinct juslification of our conclusion. Towards the en^ . 
of our author's work, he introduces an objection to his J 
system, made by some one who would substitute a statb ' 
of piinishnient for a place of punihhnient. To this change i 
of idea Mr. B — seems to have considerable objection, but 
yet, admitting the new term, he gives us to understand that *■ 
his theory ai JVo future punishment is not touched thereby, ■ 
leaving us to conclude tiiat his theory admits of no fulur^ 
state, condition or place of misery as existing in all God's , 
universe. I 

Our conclusion may now be summed up. Mr. B — pro- | 
poses to prove that Sheol, Hades, Tartarus, and Gehenna^ \ 
all translated Hell in our common Bible, do not represent to I 
us any place, state or condition of future mistry or punish- 
ment. This is the first member of the conclusion ; the se- I 
cond is, that as Hell is no place or state of misery, the scrip- 
tures nowhere teach that there is any state or place of pun- I 
ishment in the world to come. Assuming then tliis posi- ' 
tion to be Mr. B — 's ground, we perceive that his system ' 
ditfers widely from those we have been usually called to I 
contemplate. His system differs from that which includes I 
die immediate salvation of all. Mr. B — says notliing 
about salvation or future happiness ; if he contends for sal- 
vation it is negative salvation, in not being punished ; but 
as to what is generally understood by salvation, he says 
nothing direct about it. His system differs from the second 
view of Universalism, which supposes the annihilation of 
the wicked after a season of punishment. Mr. B — says 
nothing of annihilation or of punishment. His system dif- 
fers from the third view, namely, restoration after discipli- 
nary and salutary punishment. Mr. B — knows nothing of 
gnishment in any degree or for any period whatever. Thus 
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have wc arrived on the ground marked out by our author 
himself— The principle is this, that. 

Punishment in a future state is not taught in the holy 
scriptures. Tliis is the ground we are to trace in this dis. 
course, and it will be our duty to do it with all candor and 
faithfulness, as it becomes the cause we profess to serve. 
It will not be our province, at this time, to dispute the 
ground with Mr. B — but to grant much of that for which 
he contends. It shall be admitted that Sheol in the Old 
Testament has no reference to a place or state of misery ; 
and that Hades, Tartarus and Gehenna in the New, are 
equally inapplicable to a future state of misery. This wc 
grant now, to stay the argument for the present, while we 
view this taken ground, not to prevent our disputing, at 
least for some portion of it, hereafter. I shall now proceed 
to produce some passages from the " Inquiry," in which 
Mr. B — asserts that the scriptures do not teach the doc- 
trine of future punishment. 

At the head of the second section, Chap. li. wc have it 
thus: (116) " A number of facts stated, showing that Ge- 
" henna was not used by the New Testament writers to 
" express a place of endless misery." This position is 
strengthened thus. " Then, let it be kept in remembrance, 
" that neither Gehenna, nor any other word, is used in the 
" Old Testament to express a place of endless misery for the 
"wicked — (120) No person in the New Testament, our 
" Lord excepted, ever threatened man with the punishment 
*' of Gehenna, or Hell, he is the only person who ever spoke 
"about such a punishment. — (121) Another fact is that all 
" that is said about Gehenna in the way of threatening, or 
" in any other shape was spoken to the Jews. Jews, and 
" they only were the persons addressed when speaking of 
" Gehenna. It is not once named to the Gentiles in all the 
" New Testament, nor are any of them ever threatened with 
"such a punishment." The nature and character of that 
punishment threatened to the Jews, our author clearly 
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s out, at least his own views of it. The punishment 
our Lord threatened was the damnation of hell, interpreted 
by the Inquirer to mean the sufferings coming upon the re- 
bellious and ungodly Jews in the destruction of their city, 
as foretold by Jeremiah under the symbol of a burning To- 
phet in the valley oi Hinnom, and as actually fulfilled in 
their history recorded by Josephus. Mr. B — 's words are, 
( 140) " It is evident that a punishment under the emblem of 
"Gehenna, was threatened the Jews by their own prophets, 
" and this punishment was of a temporal nature. No pun- 

*' ishment of a different kind was threatened them Our 

" Lord by these words (the damnation of hell) only remind- 
" ed the Jews of a particular prediction of one of their own 
"prophets — ^139) Jeremiah and our Lord evidently spoke 
*' to the same people, the Jews, both speak of a punishment, 
" and a very dreadful punishment, to this people — Both are 
" speaking of a temporal punishment, and not of eternal, to 
" this people." Thus far our author on the punishment 
threatened the Jews ; we shall now proceed to notice Mr. 
B — 's view of punishment to which the Gentiles are ob- 
noxious. 

(221) " The history of the acts of the apostles, contains 
"an account of their preaching for thirty years, but not 
"once is the subject of Hell or Gehenna torments, roen- 
"tioned by them. They were commanded to preach the 
" Gospel to every creature, and they did so, but to no crea- 
" ture under heaven did they ever preach this doctrine. 
"No living being did they ever threaten with such a pun- 
" ishment. — (225) Another fact is, that the salvation re- 
" vealed by the Gospel is never spoken of as a salvation 
"from Hell or endless misery. No such salvation was ever 
*' promised or predicted in the Old Testament, and no such 
"salvation was ever picached by Christ, or his apostles. 
" Our Lord received the name Jesus, because he should save 
's people Jrnm their s'ms. But I do not find that he re- 
lived this nunc or any other because he should save 



"them from Hell. Our Lord and his apostles in ihe-ir 
•* preaching", proposed by it to turn men from darkness to ' 
" light ; from the power of Satan unto God ; from idols tb 
" serve the living God ; from the course of this world ; and ' 
" from all sin to holiness ; but where do we ever read of 
*' their proposing to save tliem froifl Hell ? No such salVa- ' 
" tion was preached by our Lord. In all (those) tests I 
" where he speaks of Hell, he was not preaching the Goi- I 
"pel, but addressing the Jews about the temporal calamities 
" coming ort them as a people. In no instarrCe did he eVer I 
" exhort mcfi to bring forth fruits worthy of repentance, He- ] 
" cause they were exposed to Hetl tontJents in a futiirfe i 
*' state — (230) The apostles say not a word abont Hell to 
" any man." 

Thus have we before us in Mr. B — 's own words his 
Vicvr of the doctrine of future punishment as it applies to all 
martkind, to every man under heaven. Let ns now as lo- 
gically as we can examine and compare these sentiments. 

1st. I must institute an inquiry upon the terms he uses 
in this statement, for instance "endless misery''^ — "eter- 
KAL punishment." Endless and eternal are terms, as herd , 
used by Mr. B — to ivhich I object; the introduction and 
application of them is contrary to covenant. Mr. B— 'g 
Inquiry is not on the subject of endless or eternal miseiy 
but on FUTURE misery. His system is opposed to that of 
Chauncey, Huntington, &c. as much as it is to that of Ed- 
wards, that is, opposed to a limited punishment in futurity, 
as much as to an eternal punishment in futurity ; he should 
therefore always say, temporal punishment, when he means 
those calamities which come on men in this present life, 
snd Jiiture punishment, when he means the miseries of a fa- 
lure life. This distinction is not a quibble, it is a logical 
and important one, because it divides the parties in this dis- 
cussion into two, which otherwise would be three : it makes 
temporal punishment one party, anAJuture limited withyw- 
ture eternal, the other. Future is a common tcttri eqtially 
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applicable to tliose who hold a limited, as to those who hold 
au eternal punishment. And these terms, also, must be J 
settled and have a distinct voice, or we shall never come ta I 
any safe conclusion, Mr. B^ it is true has not in his dis- ] 
cugsion preserved this distinctness of expression, but that ii ] 
his {auU, he ought to have been thus distinct, for, he cove- , 
nants witK us, when he takes his ground, to consider futubi j 
not (?/er«a/ punishment as the subject of opposition; and I 
also that by proving Gehenna punishment to be only tein< I 
poral, he means to prove that there is no future punishment. I 
For if Mr. B — is allowed to select these terms, each of I 
them, as may best suit the occasion of his argument, I I 
throw up the contest, having no hold upon him. If I resist I 
him upon future /miffc? punishment, he will flee to fututff I 
eternal, and so vice versa. I ain not now charging Mr. B— r- I 
with a design to be unfair, I believe it to be otherwise. My I 
persuasion is, that he intends by his assumptions to oppose \ 
future punishment in both degrees ; if he had not, he, with , 
his accredited candor and honesty, would have told us so. j 
If he had intended to admit, that there is a state of I 
puuibliment or misery independent of what has been ascrtb- I 
ed to Sheol, ILidL's and Gehenna, he most assuredly woukj 1 
have told us so ; but of this he has said never a word ; and 1 
having agreed at the outset to cojisider, in his " Inquiry," | 
the subject of misery or punishment in the present state, kl i 
opposition to suffering in (he future state, we shall hold to 
the engagement ; and therefore whenever Mr. B — uses the j 
terra eternal or endless jn this argument, he means simply I 

FUTUitE. , I 

_._ A second remark must be on the ideas which maybi^J 
" ly to be conveyed by the seemingly indefinite use ofj 
iU as a term expressing the idea of punishment or misery* 1 
Lei it be kept in remembrance" (says Mr. B — as before 1 
cited) " that neither Gehenna, nor any oMerworti" is used in 
*' the Old Testament, to express" the idea of future misery, 
hilt meiiung is plain, so far ae it relates to the Jews, 
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there is nothing addressed to ihem, he says, expressive of fu- 
ture punishment. We inquire next whtther the same, sen- 
timent is not conveyed to llie Gcntilts, by the noii use oC 
Gehenna or Hell, that is by saying; nothing about HcU to jhc 
Gentiles, as the apostles never said any tiling of Hell lo 
them : for Gehenna was not known to them as a place of 
misery, or as an emblem of misery : « hence 1 suppose Mr, 
B — intends that we should conclude that nothing was said 
to the world about any future state of misery. If this is not 
Mr. B — 's sentiment, or if he did not intend that we should 
come to this conclusion, he ought to have told us, that though 
the apostles did not threaten Gentiles with the punishmeni 
of Hell or Gehenna, yet they told them that punishment wa^, 
prepared for all the kicked : but he docs not say, nor iuU- 
mate this ; nay, so far from it, he represents the apostlfS.aft 
teaching the Gentiles the whole Gospel, without saying fi 
word to any creature under heaven on ihe subject of a future 
punishment. " No living being (says Mr. B — ) did they 
ever threaten wiih such a punisbmtnl." The Mediation of 
Christ too, he tells us, was not designed as a remedy in tbi^ 
case. " No such salvation was ever preachtd by Cbiiat,^ 
his apostles." „ ,k 

We have now, as we think, taken a comprt- bensive saijt. 
fiiir view of the ground assumed by Mr. Balfiiur in his Ztf." 
q^oiBY. We have endeavoured to dislinyuish between the 
mere casualties of phraseology, and the visible drift of bis 
argument. Those expressions which arc lo us inaccurate 
and irrelevant we have pointed ont, aiul others weconceiire 
more in point have been accepted and applied to the admit- 
ted question. And there is no other conclusion to which 
W^.can come, and we think, in the exercise of the candor 
o( which we arc capable, that there is no other conclusion 
intended for us by our author himself bm thi^, namely, 

T/Mt the scriptures neither assert^ nor teach, nor admit thf 
doctrinf: of Juture punishment. 

It will be our next business to inquire what tliis position 
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Indes, and what consequences are necessarily and in- 
evitiibly in* ulved. And here I am aware of danger ; it is 
no uncommon thjng in dispute, for the arguist to draw con- 
clusions and consequences which the opjiositc party will 
deny. I should be sorry, in this case, to fill into such a 
snare, for, we are not contendinf2j for triumph but for truth. 
1 mubt dK-rtfore request my hearers to weigh well those 
reasonings I shall offer upon the conclusions drawn, and if 
thev ai^ found to be just, no bare denial, on the part of Mr. 
B — shall be admitted as counter evidence : let him, if he 
can, disprove or invalidate this reasoning by superior argu- 
mentation, bot a mere denial of the consequence will be re- 
jected. 

I. The first consequence inevitably involved in this po- 
sition is this : That if there be no future punishment for 
the wicked, then, in the constitution of the divine govern- 
ment, there is no future retribution. That we may be as 
cltar as possible, observe : The scriptures alone give a just 
view of the divine character and government ; on this sub- 
ject we are all agreed. — Mr. B — says these scriptures no- 
where teach or admit the doctrine of future punishment; 
thin in the divine constitution there is no future retribution. 
On the subject of retribution simply there can be no dispute. 
We all admit that a just and righteous government is and 
must be administered in the exercise of retributive justice. 
Rewards and punishments are the necessary consequences — 
ye?, rewards and punis/tments, the one cannot be without 
the other ; in the nature of things it must be so. I need not 
spend a moment to prove, that there is a reward for the 
righteous : and it is equally unnecessary to prove tliat the 
reward of the righteous is to be in a future state. Reward, 
in the constitution of the divine government, follows right- 
eousness, and it is a reward meet for righteousness, a bless- 
ed future reward. And we read in the scriptures of ' the 

reward of unrighteousness ;' ' Woe unto the wicked, forthc 
reward of his hands shall be given him.' The reward of 
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the wicked is ' indignation and wrath upon every soul of 
man that doeth evil.' This reward of punishment must be 
future for the same reason as the reward of the rigliteous is 
future : they are both individually moral agents, and must 
be dealt with in strict justice equally in a niorul way — the 
reward of punishment must follow sooner or later the work 
of wickedness, as the reward of happiness foUo«'s the work 
of righteousness. Now this system of moral retributhro 
justice Mr. B — 's scheme prostrates in the dust : in the 
constitution of government as exhibited by him, (here is no 
retribution. He says the scriptures nowhere teach it — ^it 
was never declared by prophet or apostle by God or Christ 
to any creature under heaven. It may be objected here, thai 
the wicked are saved from deserved punishment by the itie- 
diation of Christ. I answer, Mr, B — says nothing »bout 
auch salvation from any future calamity ; indeed he saj>s 
" no such salvation was ever preached." According to buf 
author's system, there is in the scheme of divine govern* 
ment no retribution — no rewards nor punishments in a fii* 
ture state. ■ 

3. If the scriptures do not assert the doctrine of fulort* 
punishment in regard to the wicked, then the scriptures do 
not teach or assert any divine law. — Law, supposes a laW> 
giver, and a lawi^iver must be the agent of authority.— *The 
law is the rule of right and wrong ; without law there cotiM 
be neither right nor wrong. A legislator vih&n he issues 
his laws, promises rewards to the obedient, and threatens 
punishments to the disobedient : to talk of la\v withoot 
these sanctions is all idle babbling : this system of sanction 
Mr. B — 's scheme does not include, and therefore in his 
scheme of government there is no law. God may be re* 
presented in the scriptures as teaching man a variety Of 
maxims, and offering him what may appear to be good and 
suitable advice ; but he lays down no law unless he promises 
and threatens ; lawgivers, all that we have been acquainted 
with, do this ; Mr. B-^ says Gad has not done so to al^ 



^^oul under heaven. If Mr. B — 's system admits of any i 
moriil government, which I am constrained to say I cannot 
see, It must be a g(JviTnni«nt confined whtdly to this present i 
visiljle state, for all the goYcrnmenl his system reveals ends 
at death ; all is dissolved and broken up with the breaking , 
up of this material system. But what sort of a government ' 
is this ? it has no moral character in its constitution ; and I 
then his tlitory flics in the very face of scripture — ' It it ] 
appointed unto men once to die, but after this the jtidg'^t J 
ment.' But what judgment can there be after death, if dfr j 
moral government ceases at death ? ' I 

3. If the scriptures do not assert a future retribution in 
regard to the wicked, then the scriptures do not assert the 
character of divine justice. There is nothing in Mr. B— 'S I 
scheme for justice to do. In the constitution of the uni.* I 
verse, there is no state, place or condition in which men can I 
be punished : as to justice, judging and awarding men aC-' | 
cording to their works, it is & mere fable; for their.not be- 
ing so rewarded is by an absolute necessity ; their punisb* 
ment is morally impossible, and justice has nothing to do , 
with it. It applies equally to the happiness of the righteous* 
if any such thing as future happiness can be made out in I 
Mr. B — 's '* Inquiry," for their happiness is the eflFect of 
necessity, not the award of justice. AH moral ^ency on 1 
the part of both God and man is toiallj' destroyed. Thei* I 
is therefore no such thing as divine justice. t i 

4. If the scriptures do not assert the doctrine of future ] 
retribution then they cannot reveal to man any way of aaU 1 
vation. Upon Mr. B— 's system man is not exposed to the , 
divine displeasure, his punishment in a future state is im- j 
possible, what then can Christ do for him ? By the consti- I 

^tation of nature he is in a state of safety, not at all exposed I 
^fkmisery, there is no Gospel, therefore, that can apply to his A 
^^■f. As to man's exposedness to misery in the present I 
^Wfc, H 13 admitted tlie Gospel does nothing for him ; the 
Jews suffi;red atid perished in Gehenna, and all the Gentiles 
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•tidurcd the common lot of mortals, without any relief from 
the Gospel ; and when they died ail suffering ceased from ne- 
cessity, the Gospel still doing nothing for them : what way 
of salvation then can the scriptures reveal ? Indeed salvation 
is altogether a figment, an idle invention, as irrelevant to 
man's case as are any of the fictions of the Hindoo mythol- 
ogy, or the extravagant romances of the Mahomedan impos- 
ture. No, my hearers — Mr. B — can never say, by the same 
organs of speech, that the scriptures deny the doctrine of a 
future retribution, and yet that they assert the doctrine of 
human salvation by the mediation of Jesus Christ. 

5. That volume of scriptures which does not admit a fu- 
ture retribution, does not reveal or assert a future state. 
Upon Mr. B — 's system it is very doubtful whether man 
has an immortil soul ; but if he declare he has, there is no 
state provided for it in any world besides this. Hades, 
Tartarus or Gehenna receives all that we know of mar, and 
only wliai is mortal. Mr. B— does not preserve the im- 
mortal man, nor convey him to any immortal stale of exist- 
ence : Hades receives all, and Hades hides all, and Hades 
destroys all, for aught Mr. B — tells us. Sheol or Hades 
receives the bodtf. not the soul, but this is no place of misery 
or punibhment. Gehenna is a place of punishment or mise- 
ry, but only for ihe body, and that only temporal, in this 
present world : vvh^( of any thing future or immortal have 
we here ? But this is all we have upon Mr B — 's scheme. 
Hence all is reduced to a mere system of materiality. Hades 
receives and consumes all that is material, Gehenna furnish- 
es all the punishment of which man is capable, and this is 
in a material not a spiritual state, and for Jtvvs only ; neither 
is man capable of sufTtring in a spiritual state; in the con- 
stitution of the universe there is no spiritual state of retri- 
bution. — This is the inevitable consequence of Mr. B— 's 
system, there is no avoiding it upon his mode of reasoning. 
Indeed he has taken no small pains to prove that the soul, 
the immortal part, can have no share in the sufferings ^ 
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1 involves, and siill further to render soul suffering 
impossible lie criticises the immortal soul away and substi- 
tutes for it animal spirit. Now all this, and much more, 
goes toshovv [hat Mr. B — 's system is material in opposi- 
tion to spiritual — a mere exhibition of the gross and perish- 
ing part of God's universe, while that which is moral, im- 
mortal, and eternul is carefully concealed. The just and 
righteous retributions of eternity are denied, and so a veil is 
drawn over the awful realities of a future state. 

6. The next consequence is that there is no divine reve- 
lation. It is true Mr. B — is constantly appealing to the 
scriptures as a divine revelation, and refuses to appeal to 
any other testimony ; but still the system he professes to 
gather from revelation is subversive of that revelation itself: 
he evidently makes every thing, of importance to him, in 
proving a negative ; thut is, the scriptures are made to con- 
tradict what they do assert, by wliat they do not assort. For 
instance, the scriptures assert man's moral accountability i 
but tljc scriptures do not assert thai the account is to be 
rendered in the grave, therefore the scriptures do assert that 
man is not morally accountable, nor obnoxious to punish- 
ment. Again: the scriptures assert that sinners shall be lia- 
ble to punishment, soul and body, in Gehenna : but the 
scriptures do not say that Gehenna is the place of endless 
misery for all nations ; therefore the scriptures do declare 
that Gehenna is not a place of punishment for sinners. 
You see Mr. B — 's refuge is in negatives. The scriptures 
do not reveal a future retribution, neither prophet nor apos- 
tle, no writer. Old Testament or New, ever did assert that 
there was a future retribution or a pbce of future punish- 
ment, neither is any creature under heaven threatened with 
any. No salvation from future punishment was ever pre.ich- 
ed by Christ or his apostles. Christ was not re\ealed as a 
Saviour from any future punishment or misery. Now I 
, what the scriptures do reveal? for upon Mr. B — 'a 
upk they reveal nodiing but negatives. They assert 
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that in Uie constitution of the universe there is no retnblt- 
tion.— They assert that there is no law upon wUich » retri- 
bution can be founded. — They assert that there tan be no 
retributive justice. — They assert that there is no salvation 
from retribution, because there is no retribution.— They**- 
aert that there is no future state, or they reveal no fuUW 
state of retribution. — What nest ! Why, tliey reveal' :no- 
thing, or they asi>ert that to know notliing on the future ckt- 
tinies of men is to know all God intended us to kiKJW. But 
then this cannot he called revelation ; for a divine revelation 
must impart aknouledge of divine things, to which knowl- 
edge nature cannot attain without such revelation ; tuit bU 
that Mr. B'— 's revelation teaches us, is a mere ignoEaooe, 
an ignorance possessed and enjoyed by all the barbarous and 
uncivilized of man, in all dark ages and places from tfec 
foundation of the world to the present day. i i 

7. The final consequence is, that Mr. B — 's theory leaws 
U6 without any God: at least his theory reveals none.~No 
divine, tnorat, superintending spiritual agency by which a 
universe of intelligences is created and controlled. But diis 
consequence is too awful for discussion, and the language 
which must necessarily be employed, did we pursue the 
reasoning, would be such as the friends of our author would 
pronounce severe and intemperate. I therefore conclude by 
giving it as my opinion, that Mr. B~- had no idea of tbe 
consequences involved in his adventuroua theory, Wc havt 
been in the linbit of considering him in tlie light of a leam* 
cd, liberal, pious and honest man ; and We wish to insiniutK 
nothing to prejudice this good opinion. The subjeta too 
We are called to investigate is a theological question — a the- 
ological speculation some would call it, and therefore ought 
to admit of the most free discussion. But still it is, as Mr. 
B— himself acknowledges, a subject " solemn and import- 
ant," a subject not to be treated lightly, a subject not to be 
abandoned to the fancy and the passiotis, but to be handled 
wtdi great seriousncBs and reverence, whicli 1 hope we afaall 
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be enabled to do, and so &r as ^e have gone, I trust it will 
be found) that we have been serious and candid. 

This first discourse has been to ascertain, with precision, 
the exact ground taken by our author ; we have, after care- 
ful examination, found tliat he sets up his theory upon a per- 
suasion, that the scriptures admit of no retribution in a future 
state. This ground we have examined in all its length and 
breadth, and we have found that it necessarily involves con- 
sequences the most awful and perplexing,* consequences, 
such as reduce God*s whole universe of nature to a system of 
materialism, a system of physical machinery, a universe of 
body without soul^ a mass of matter without intelligence, a 
world without a God. Thus, instructed by our text, we have 
tried the spirit of our author's book, and we think have found 
it to be not of God. But we have yet to examine its parts, and 
its methods of argument, its citations and interpretations of 
scripture, its answers to objections and its solemn calls to free 
inquiry. Our immediate object after tliis discourse will be to 
set up and establish, in opposition to Mr. B— this position, 
namely. That in the constitution of the dwxne government 
there is a future righteous retribution. 

^ Now to him that is of power to stablish you according to 
the Gospel, and the preaching of Jesus Christ; according to 
the revelation of the mysttry which was kept.secret since the 
world began ; but now is made manifest, and by the scrip- 
tures of the prophets, according to the commandment of the 
everlasting God, made known to all nations for the obedience 
of &ith, to God only wise be glory, through Jesus Christ, for- 
ever, Amen*' 

4 
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Divine Gui-griiment constituted upon the principle of Pidun 
Retribiaion. 



IN TKX DAT THAT THOU EATEST THBHEOT, TBOU SHALT SUBELT 

TIE.— Genesis iL 17. 

Divine government and human accountability are, m 
our view, inbeparubie. The character of God displays the 
highest moral attributes of which we can conceive : the 
highest attributes displayed in the human character are also 
nioral attributes — they are of the same nature as those in the 
Divine Being; man received these from his Creator in the 
day in which he was created ; ' God said, Let us make 
man in our image, after our likeness.' Bui man is a ctea> 
ture, his being is derived, his constitution is according to 
that rule presciibed by his Sovereign Creator ; he must 
therefore be subordinate, it cannot be otherwise. The prin- 
ciple upon which God constitutes our world involves his 
own sovereignty, and our accountability. No sooner is man 
complete in his character before God, than God proceeds to 
reveal to him his Law. ' The Lord God took the man and 
put him into the garden of Eden, to dress it and to keep it. 
And the Lord God commanded the man, saying. Of every 
tree of the garden thou mayest freely eat ; but of the iree.ol 
knowledge of good and evil, thou shall not eat of it, Ff^,m 
the day that thou eatest thereof, thou shall surely die.' , , 
Here is the institution of government among men ; audit 
is a moral government, instituted upon the principle of retri- 
bution. This is the principle Mr. Balfour's theory goes to 
demolish. He suys, and in the strongest terms too, that 
there is no state of punishment in the future world — that the 
doctrine was never asserted nor taught by any of the sacred 
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liters — neither was the s»[vaiion of Jesus any salvation 
from future punishment — his thtory goes so far as to de- 
clare, that in the constitution of the iiniieise, there is no fu- 
ture retribution for the wicked. He admits, that wicked 
men are obnoxious to divine displeasure, because of their 
provoking iniquititb — he represents particularly the Jt-ws as 
punibhed exceedingly for their sins, but all tbe punishment 
be allows, is confined to this present visible State. Here, 
however, Mr. B — admits of retribution, though his whole 
theory goes to destroy it. If he admit of any punishment 
as due to sin, he admits of sin as a moral evil, and so he ad- 
mits of a law, of government executive, of retributive jus- 
tice, ' for, sin is the transgression of the law, and by the law 
is the knowledge of sin.' The question we have now to 
setde is, whether the retributions of justice are temporal or 
eternal, or rather, whether retributive justice be wholly ex- 
ercised in this state, or extended to a future state. One thing 
is very dear from the wordi of holy writ placed at the head 
of this discourse, that, in the administration of the divine 
law there is a retribution, and this retribution too is exhib- 
ited under a threatening aspect, ' In the duy that thou eatest 
thereof, thou shall surely die.' 

Let us now consider the terms here expressed, and first, 
they are terms of threatening. Death is threatened, and this 
is the only expressed term of the retribution. The promise 
of a happy reward to obedience, is rather implied th:m ex- 
pressed ; ' Of every tree of the garden thou maycst freely 
cat,' and whatever other capacity man might have had for 
enjoyment of good, would doubtless have been indulged : 
but most visibly before us there is nothing but threatening. 
Mr. B— in several places, decries all obedience under a 
sense of penalty ; he seems to contend for that disinterested 
benevolence, which has distinguished the divinity of the new 
school : but the Allwise Creator, who know s what is best 
adapted to man in every state, yes, better than either of us 
can know, has first fenced man's virtue round with h,\y and 
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terrors. To say (what is very likely to bf. said) that this 
method did not succeed, is a shifting of the question, but 
not a true argument : for the disobedience of oUr first 
mother did not occur, till she was gained over by a contra- 
diction of the lawgiver, ' Ye shall not surely die.' This 
surely was a belief in the Universal doctrine in the g^ross 
form, and h«r persuasion of the threatening being untrue, 
produced thisact of disobedience ; that it was an act of dis- 
obeditnce she did know, but the hope of impunity prompt- 
ed the crime; while she believed in the threatening she 
maintained her virtue. And this experiment is the gmnd 
trial of the age, ' Ye shall not surely die.' And here it is in 
place to remark that Univcrsalists of the class of Winches- 
ter, Murray, he. stand on the ground for which 1 am con- 
tending, namely, a threatened punishment for disobedit-nW, 
a motive for virtue. And I am trulv happy to see so maii;^ 
of that class stand forward to vindicate, and espouse tlHisc 
that vindicate the doctrine of a future retribution : and I am 
equally sorry to see so many of the reputed orthodox so 
willing to let this very important truth fall into disrepute^ 
without, on their parts, a suitable effort to maintain it,- aS 

once delivered to the saints. But to pursue the poinf. 

■ The penalty threatened is detith; and here the rjuesiion IS 
supposed to pinch — }fhat is the nature of that penalty, h&e 
threatened wider the form of death ? What is death ? This 
difficulty, if it be one, is to be met two wavs, and both In 
agreement. Retribution is '.he subject — rewards and ptln*^ 
ishmenls.— Rewahd is one side of the case ondvvst^J 
MENT istheother. What would Atl;im's reward linve bewS' 
think ye, had he maintained his obtdience through hts pro^ 
baiiou ? would it have been a temporal one, a reward coi^ 
fined to this visible and natural state of things, or a ren-grd 
stretching out into the regions of an eternal scene ? Surbl^ 
1 net-d not press this inquiry, it must be admitted, and (W* 
npponem will not refxise his assent, that an eternal spiritw^ 
I)lcssedncs3 would have been his rewartK for thi» rr 
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fj B— grants to every ungodly rebel at his death, and surely 
he will not deny a heaven of spiritual happiness to such as 
finish their course in righteousness. But then, the inevitable 
consequence from 6uch premises — man's punishment, if he 
transgress, must be spiritual and future, a punishment 
adapted to his moral character in a future state. The pun- 
ishment must from necessity be in a future state, a punish- 
ment adapted to his moral, rather than to his natural condi- 
tion. Suppose God had cut olTAdam, body and soul, im- 
mediately upon the transgression, his extinction would have 
been no proper retribution — retribution places a moral agent 
in circumstances suitable to his moral character, but ex- 
tinction destroys man's moral capacity for a just retribution, 
and also arrests the process of justice by which that reiribu* 
tion is awarded. Or suppose that Adam had died a natural 
death on the day of transgression, and his body had been 
given to the dust, and his immortal soul translated to the 
abodes of perfect bliss, then there would have been no just 
retribution ; his sufferings would have been in that part of 
his clwracter in which there was no capacity fof receiving a 
just retribution, and that part of his character to which the 
punishment was due, and which part only was capable of 
receiving it, escapes with impunity. We must then look for 
a just retribution in some other way. 

And now to lay aside all supposition, let us look at the 
fact as it stands before us. The threatening is death, and 
Adam exposes himself to the penalty by transgression ; but 
natural death is not inflicted ; he lives 930 years, and be- 
comes the father of many generations, from whence we con- 
clude that natural death, the mere extinction of animal life, 
was not tlie penalty threatened : we have already seen, in 
argument, that natural death could have been no just retri- 
bution, and now we see that that was not inflicted, and there- 
fore we must look for the fulfilment of the threatening un- 
der other circumstances. But we must assume a petition 
here, namely, that this threatening was executed, or at least 



LKCTURB II. 



1 



was in the way of legal process, so that Adam was the sub. 
jecl of death in tlic day of his transgression. In order (o' 
set this position in a clear point of light, we must establitih' 
an appeal to the scriptures: for one scripture interprets an.' 
other, and without the New Testament, especially, it woukT 
be difficult, not to say imposbible, to understand a great part 
of the Old. Now what do the Holy Scriptures say on the 
question of human transgression? How do they describe 
the condition of the transgressor ? we shall begin with a 
view of that very sin now before us — Rom, v. 12. 18. ' By 
one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin ; and 
so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned— By 
the offence of one judgment came upon all men to condem- 
nation.' Or by one oSence retribution was awarded to con^ 
demnation. Here death is the condemnation awarded for 
sin, and it is evidently a spiritual death, a loss of divine fa- 
vour, for this condemnation to death is here contrasted with 
that life to which man is restored by the salvation of Christ 
* For the wages of sin is death ; but the gift of God is eter. 
nal life through Jesus Christ our Lord.' Surely no one 
will attempt to prove that by death, is here meant an ex- 
tinction of animal life. But farther. John viii. 24. Jesus 
said unto the Jews, ' If yc believe not that I am he ye shall 
die in your sins.' Does not every one see that this is to 
die in a state of unpardoned guilt, and remain exposed to 
the retribution of condemnation ? Again, 1 John iii. 14. 
'We know that we Iiave passed from death unto life.' Can 
this mean any thing but passing from a state of condemna* 
tion to a state of divine favour? Certainly they had not pass- 
ed from a state in which they were liable to natural death, 
for, they alt died, hut the death from which they had passed 
was the death of guilt; they had been 'dead in trespasses 
and sins,' but through faith in Christ, they had attained to 
eternal life. Again, what Jesus said to the Jews, John v. 
24. * Verily, verily, I say unto you, He that hearetb my 
word, and believcth on him that sent me, hath everlastinjf 



life, and shall not come into condemnation ; but is passed 
from death unto life.' John in his first epistle s:iys, 'There 
ia a sin uiiio death — and there is a sin not unto death.' VVfr 
know there is no sin but what is connected with natural 
death, and therefore, thai sin which is unto death, must ex- 
pose to bome thing bejond the death of the body. Pas- 
sages might be multiplied to confirm and illustrate this point, 
bui it would be only taking up your time to little purpose ? 
the ihing can be but proved ; and if any thing can be prov- 
ed, we think it has been proved, that the death threatened 
to Adam was a spiritual death — condemnation to the retri- 
butioii of future punishment. Sin, as sin, is uniformly re- 
presented in scripture, as exposing the sinner to a future, 
spiritual state of retribution. Particular sins, sins commit- 
ted under peculiar circumstances, national sins and sins of 
social or political bodies, are often represented as chastised' 
and punished in this present state by physical instrumentali- 
ty : btit ain, in its more general character, as montl evil, as 
disobedience, charged and found upon man, is liable to pun- 
ishment in a future spiritual state. It is a fearful thing, foif 
the biuner, to fall into the hands of the living God. 

To sum up the arguments upon this threatened punish- 
ment, it appears first, That the punishment threatened, was 
not the exiinciion of animal life merely, for in the day of 
transgression .■\dam did not thus suffer. The conclusion 
then is, that death, and death on the day of tnmsgres- 
sion, must have been inflicted in some other way, for the 
word of the Lord must endure, his word cannot fail. Itap- 
pears in the stcond place. That a variety of scriptures assert 
the death threatened to have been inflicted immediately oiu 
the act of tlisobedience; that our first parent died legalljr' 
and morally, 'dead in trespasses and in sin,' tmder the 
curse of a broken law, in the arrest of justice, and liable to 
God's displeasure in the world to come. If this be not the 
^^fVi given in holy writ, of this case of transgression and pen- 
" )}inAictcd, then I am at a loss what senste to put upon 



language ; and, moreover, how to account for Adam's viola> 
tion of the divine law under such a penalty, and he to live 
another day, is still more difficult. 

Here then is the institution of a moral government — li»e 
first act of which, is declared to be upon the principle of 
retributive justice. With this principle thus established we 
are prepared to meet Mr. Balfour's theory in denial of the 
doctrine. Let us look at what he asserts, and at what he in- 
sinuates on this article. His words are diesc : 

(4-28) " The doctrine of eternal misery supposes that God 
" threatened Adam, that in the day he ate of tlie forbidden 
" fruit he should die, and that death threatened is said to be 
"death temporal, spiritual and eternal. This eternal dealli 
*' is said to be endless misery in Hell. Hell torments, tlien, 
"was (were) threatened before sin existed, or before the 
"promise of a Saviour was given. But is this a correct 
*' understanding of the death threatened Adam ? The false* 
" hood of it is evident from one fact, that Adam, Noah, Abra- 
" ham, and all the Old Testament beUevers did not so un- 
*' derstand it. If they had, would they not have taught u to 
"mankind? But do we find them referring to Adam's sin 
"as involving himself or his posterity in endless misery in 
** Hell ? Or do we find such a doctrine taught by any Old 
" Testament writer? Lht all the threatenings of God in the 
•' Old Testament be examined, and wc shall find them' in 
"unison with the first threatening to Adam. God thre^it- 
" ened to destroy the world by a Hood ; Sodom and tbe 
" cities of the plain by fire ; but is a hint dropped that the 
" wicked in such cases were at death to be eternally miser- 
*' able." (30) " The whole race of mankind is swept from the 
" eartli by a flood, Noah and his family excepted ; but, 
"does this good man deplore, in any shape, thiit so many 
" precious souls went to Hell ? God also destroyed the ci- 
*' ties of the plain : Abraham intercedes that they might be 
" spared, but uses no argument with God, that the people 
" must go to Hell to suffer eternal misery. Now suffer me 



^Hb-R$k, if A!)raham believed this doctrine, is it possible 
"he should have failed to urge it as an argument, lliiit aH 
"these wicked persons must go to Hell, if God destroyed 
"tliem." Thus far Mr. B — Let us see to what all this i 
amounts. And ' 

1st. I am sorry to be under the necessity of calling upoft ] 
Mr. B — 10 correct his own statement and phraseology. Hc i 
speaks again and again of " the doctrine of endless misery—* ,. 
eternal punishment — everlasting" and so on. He should ( 
have said in these passage3,yf((wre misery — -Juture punish- 
ment, and so in all others, when he is arguing on the point 
in question, and to tins we shall hold him, because he lavs I 
the whole ground of his " Iiiquiry" upon the doctrine ofju- 
/wre punishment, not eternal punishment: we shall there- i 
fore now and atvrays substitute yjitorff, for eternal. It i* 
however much to be regretted that Mr. B — should v/riiS 
so loosely, and so freqncntly aside the acknowledged point , 
of dispute. This matter being set right, goes to weaken I 
Mr. B — 's argument upon Adam's threatening. We dd < 
not contend that God did threiitcn Adam with "endlesS ' 
mi.spry in Hell :" what we cor.tend for is, that God threat- < 
entd Addm with death as the just retribution of disobedi- 
ence ; this puiiishm'^nt we have seen, and all must see, Wa8 , 
not inflicted by the extincliou of his natural life on the daj^* 
of transgression, for he lived hundreds of years after thit ' 
act of disobedience : this punishment of death ihert-fore was I 
not a present so much as a future punishment, it was not irt i 
his natural death, so much as in his spiritual death. He ar- 
gues farther, that " Hell torments" were not threatened to ' 
Adam, because. '* Ad im, Noah, Abraham and all the Old i 
Testament believers did not so understand it," and we do , 
not contend that they did. But Mr. B — strengthens his ' 
argument by telling us what was the nature of Adam's pun- 
nhment, and how he suffered. For us this is a happy cir- 
JjgBistancc, ns it will bring the point at issue to a speedy 
^Bdusion ; at least, it wiU do so if we can admit the rea- 
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son of our author's argument. Let us see : He spciiks iu ■ 
this same paragraph of the sufferings of the Sodumitts, and 
of " all the threateniiigs of God in the Old Ttstaiiient." He 
speaks too, in another place, as we have quoted, where he 
is pursuing the same reasoning, of the destruction of mai»' 
kind by the flood : all which cjscs of threuiining, he says, 
are " in unison with the first thrcalcning to Adam." I sup- 
pose Mr. B— means by this unison of cases, thut Adam's 
threatened punishment was the same as that ihr;itencd to 
Sodom and to the antediluvians, or that the visible tokens 
of divine displeasure in each were the same. Now hair 
can these threatenings be in unison ? God ihrcatene-i the old 
world with death by a flood oi waters, and the Sodomites by 
a flood of fire, and the y all died a natural deaih ;ls God threat- 
ened. God threatened Adam with death on the d.iy of his 
transgression ; he transgressed, but did not on that day die 
a natural death: these threatenings are therefore not in uni- 
son, Uiey ure mn similar but very different, in one mw it is 
natural present death — in the other it is spiritual and 
future death. Here is a discordancy in our Inquirer's ar- 
gument, that I cannot reconcile — it must be left to him. 

2. There is also, to me, somewhat of an unbecoming bold- 
ness in his assertions, that the doctrine of a future retribai- 
bution was never declared to any of the patriarchs, neither 
was it ever understood or believed by them, nor did they 
ever act in regard to it ! With this bold challenge before U9> 
I ask — For what were the sacrifices offered ? in these was. 
there no recognition of retribution ? no sense or conscious- 
ness of offence ? What are we to understand of Noah's doc- 
trine as a preacher of righteousness? in preaching rif^hteous- 
ness could he avoid the doctrine of retributive justice ? Is 
it not said that by righteousness he condemned the world, and 
became hetr of the retribution by heaven's favour U stowed? 
Now how is all this to be reconciled with Mr B— 's asser- 
tion diat the patriarchs knew nothing of retributive justice ? 
Surely Mr. B — does not mean to prove that the patriarchs 
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ineiv nothing of retributive justice, because they were 
not tlu'eatencd with " Htll torments," or because Sheol doef ■ 
nut mean a place of miserj-. If Mr. B — can sec his wajr j 
clear along this course it is more than I can — lo mc it pre- j 
sents nothing but perplexity and discordancy. 

But farther, Mr. B — tells us, that Noah witli all lua 
preaching never declared the doctrine of retribution lo any 
man, that he never lamented the lost condition of tho<ie who 
were drowned in the flood. In onr turn, we ask, how Mr. I 
B — arrives at this knowledge ? How does he know tlitf ' 
iioah did not preach retribution ? or lament the conditioa 
of his overwhchned cotcmporaries ? Is any thing said by 
Moses in his story of Noah and ilie deluge, of what Noah 
did, or did not say, or how he did feel, or did not feel? I 1 
believe ull is a blank in the Mosaic history, not one word of 
Noah's preaching or meditation on the subject, but. our au- 
thor knows he did not preach retribution. St. Peter says, , 
that Noah was a preacher of righteousness, but Mr. B— • 
knows that Noah never preached or threatened retribution. 
Peter says again, that after the ' long suffering of God' and 
the righteous preaching of Noah, God ' brought in the flood i 
upon the world of the iingocllj' — and so in regard to Sodom 
and Gomorrah, ' condemned them with an overthrow, mak- 
ing them an ensample unto those that after should live un- 
godly,' and yet Mr. B — is pretty certun that there was no i 
fetribuiioii in this threatening and punishment, no liability I 
to future displeasure. To keep more particularly to Noah'^ 
mission — Noah wasapreacherof righteousness, but Mr. B— 
knows that Noah did not believe in a future retribution, and 
therefore that he did not preach it. Bui docs not every one 
see that our friend Balfour is only proving negatives, and the 
whole of his theory so far stands upon uegativeft and upon ' 
nothing else. We have seen in the Mosaic history that no- 
thing is said upon what Nouh did preach to the antediluvi. 
ans, not a word positively of any thing he said or taught. 
He said noth'mg about a future state of happiness, nothing 
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about the state and residence of the blessed God, of course, 
not a word about any state offuturcexisttnceeilhtTin heaven 
above or in the abyss beneath. Upon our Inquirer's mode 
of reasoning, we may conclude that Noah knew nothing of 
any future state of blessedness, or of the spiritual extalence 
of the blessed God : indeed, we might conclude that there 
is no slate of future blessedness, for such an interesting par- 
ticular, Noah, so authorised as he was, would not have fail- 
ed to preach, had there been such a state of blessedness ; 
but as he says nothing about it, we conclude at once that 
there was no such thing. This is the way in winch unbe- 
lievers reason against a future state ; the reserve, on the part 
of the Old Testament revelation on a future immortality is 
urged by them as proof that the Old Testament saints knew 
nothing about a future state. But as Noah was a preacher 
of righteousness, he did preach and assert something post' 
lively, and that posiitive something must have been right* 
eousness, which I apprehend was in declaring a perfect rule^ 
according to Divine authority. Upon Mr. B — 's system, 
this rule, or righteousness, must have been to declare to the 
sinners of the old world that in the constitution of the uni- 
verse there was no retributive justice — no puiiisliment for 
sinners — so far from any such thing, that all the whole workl, 
excepting himself and family, were about to be taken from 
scenes of imperfection and inconvenience and sin, to abodes 
of perfect blessedness and glory. This, Lot too, upon die 
same principle, would preach to the Sodomites, — But, 
-brethren, can your minds be brought over to such a convic- 
tion ? or can Mr. B — evade the conclusion we have drawn ? 
I must say, however, that i have no idea that Mr. B — will 
admit these conclusions. I believe he has a purer min^ 
and a better heart, and that he is not aware of the scope his » 
theorising takes, nor of the liberty, men of corrupt minds 
will indulge in as they theorise with him. 

There is another thing of which our author seems not to 
be aware. Adam's sin consisted in one simple act of diso- 
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bedience, it was a sin purely agninst God, it was the only 
sin he could commit, there was but one command, and this 
command was a prohibition : 'Of the tree of knowledge of 
good and evil, thou ahult not eat of it.' To have observed 
this prohibition would have consummated the virtue of his 
character, and have secured his happiness. Tne threatened 
punishment therefore was in unison with such a crime : but 
the sins of the antediluvians and of Sodom were by no 
means in unison with Aduin's sin, ntilher could their pun- 
ishment be in unison. Indeed Mr. B — only asserts that 
these threatcnings or punishments were in unison ; he does 
not attempt to show in what way they agreed, or how they 
were similar and in unison: if he could have shown how these 
threateiiings rebembled one another, doubtless he would ; 
but he has left us quite in the dark on the subject, with his 
bare assertion. Neither does Mr. B — make any distinction 
between the sin of an individual, and the sin of a people, a 
nation, a body politic. Punishment may be iuBicted on an 
individual for his sins in a future state — on a people or a na- 
tion it cannot be so inflicted ; the punishment must be in- 
ilicted while their national character exists ; in a future state 
nations or bodies politic cannot be the subjects of retribu- 
tion. But of this we shall speak more distinctly hereafter. 
It now remains that we review the course we have taken 
in this lecture, and in the controversy so far as we have pro- 
ceeded. And 1st. It appears that we have not mistaken the 
ground of the " Inquiry." For, I repeal what I have said 
before, that I should be exceedingly sorry to misapprehend 
Mr. B — in any part of his treatise, but more especially in 
the root of the question : and more especially still, I should 
be averse to the assumption of any consequences and con- 
clusions he would deny. But yet I am to judge of Mr. 
B — 's theory by what he has actually written, not by what 
he may have yet to offer, either in explanation of what he has 
said, or in addition thereto. The ground taken by our au- 
thor is this, namely, That there is no punishment /or the 
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Vficked in a future state. Our distinction loo il seems hu 
been correct, that in opjiosin}^ what he denominates emUest 
punishment, he contends z^am^x future punishmcni. This is 
the sense in which iie is understood by all his readers with 
whom I have conversed : he is so understood by the 
" Christian lleposiiory," a journal edited upon the princi- 
pics of Winchester and Murray, the principles avowed as I 
understand by two societies of our city. It has the follow- 
ing passage. " The avowed object of the treatise is, to sap 
the foundation of endless misery, but the arguments made 
use of weigh equally against all misery In a future state, 
whether temporary or endless. Mr. B — 's views, there- 
fore, introduce all men into heaven at death, though they 
expire in the very act of murder. 1 have (continues the Re. 
viewer) mentioned this, that the reader mjy not be deceived 
on this point. For in the " Inquiry" there appears a studied 
silence on that point, although the arguments are levelled at 
«hb root oftfulure, as well as endless punishment."— t^s 
this admitted principle thtm,Mr. B — denies.and the whole of 
his theory goes to deny the doctrine of a future retribution. 
This theorj', we have seen in otif first lecture, goes at once ■ 
to negative every moral principle in God and man ; its 
course is materialism and its conclusion atheism. Such a 
subject Mr. £ — says himself " is both solemn and import* 
ant" — Vcs, breihren, and we think so too. It is of some 
importance to us to know whether we, as men, are moral 
agents, accountable and intellectual, or mere mechanic^ 
systems of a perishing world. It is of importance to us to 
know whether our capacities for happiness be confined to 
this, or whether they stretch out into a future state. It i> 
of importance to us to know, whether we are the creatures 
of a God who has, or has not, established a government 
over U9, and a propriety in us, or whether the God that is 
said to have made us, be not himself made of the same mu* 
table materials as we are ountelves — these iniportant inqui- 
ries involve many others equally solemn and important'. 
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hence we have in this discourse attempted to esiabHsh the 
theory of divine government, upon the principle of future 
retribution ; we have sought the proofs of this sj-stem irt 
tiic Bible, we have seen there that sucli a government is 
maniftrst in the first acts of the Creator and Lawgiver. 
Upon this " solemn" principle go all the acts of that Moral 
Governor of the world, and to this authority we are prepar- 
ed to boiv. We have examined, as fiir as we have gone, 
Mr. B — 's arguments in defiance of this doctrine, and wc 
have found them to be exceedingly defective. His proofs 
are mostly negatives, or mere assumptions. The Inquirer 
does not appear to be distinctly acquainted with the precise 
subject he has undertaken to discuss : hence there is an in- 
distinctness in the selection of his arguments, and in the 
conclusion at which he would arrive. He does not, as he 
goes on, seem to know whether he is to disprove the doc- 
trine of endless or future punishment : but from ^vhat he 
litis admitted in the statement of the question wc shall hdd 
him to one point, nam^jly, future punishment. 

2. It appears that the ground assigned us in this contro- 
versy is the most tenable and safe, and affords us the best 
oppnnunity of assailing our adversary with success. I am 
aware that some of the zealous and the sound would urge, 
that we prove first, the eternity of future punishment, and 
then, say they, * All is- done at once.' But I confess that I 
am a little fearful of attempting to prove so much at once ; 
indeed it is quite unnecessary : if I can prove a future retri- 
bution, Mr. B — and all who stand on the same ground are 
defeated, and the truth triumphs ; and then you arc left to 
form your own judgment on the extent and duration of fu- 
ture retribution. And then, I look at the situation of Mr. 
B — with his theory, and I find that he has gone upon this 
bold adventure of proving more thaJi is necessary : he hat 
proved too much, and the too much being more than was 
needed, has exposed him to an attack from a quarter whence 
little annoyanse might have been expected : a man ma^ be 
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encumbered with his victories and his conquests, as well as 
be we-tkeiied with his wounds, and driven by the foroe-of 
his foe. If I can prove retribution in a future state from 
the sacred scriptures, all thai our author has proved from thp 
meaning, or non-meanins of Sheol, Hades, he. is crumbled 
away ; and the dust of the wreck given to the drivipg 
winds of heaven. One thin^ we have laid before you, that 
is, the evidence of a future retribution, as constituting ibfi 
character of the divine government. Mr. B — 's ussertions, 
and dL-clarations, and evidt:nce, in favour of a contrary sys- 
tem of government have also been before you ; it remiiins 
then for you to choose as the balance of reason and scrip, 
ture shall in your judgment decide. We have offered no 
authorities but those that are sacred ; our interpretations 
too have been wholly scriptural ; vvc liave made no appeals 
to commentators or to critics : and as to the learning neces- 
sary in this discussion, much of this Mr. B — has furnished 
already to onr use, which will have us a great deal of trou- 
ble, and sniooih the labour to our hand ; with these advap- 
tages before us we remark ;,.,,,[ 

3. 'I"hjt the ground taken in the examination of this t'Jji^ 
quiry" is that, on which a greater number of thinkini; and 
strious men can meet, than can be expected to come tp' 
gether on any other ground. The principle is in the first 
place benevolent, as it respects our author himself. Qi|f 
object, hi part, and that principally, is to show our friend 
Avhcrein we think he has erred, and wherein he has misled 
others; should we not succeed, yet every good man wjjl 
justify and commend the effort. Now to accomplish such 
an object, with such a man as Mr. Balfour, we must adopt 
the most reasonable and the most serious measures. Would 
it be likely to avail any thing were we to turn upon him all 
the artillery of hard-worded church authorities, or threaten 
him with ilic thunderbolts of heaven's vengeance ? Such an 
experiment could not succeed, and ought not to be attempt- 
ed. Mr. B~ a few years uuce was strictly orthodox ; in- 
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II its parts, much sound- 



er than the orthodox schemes of this region at the present 
da}'. Thus was he educated, thus he matriculated in aca- 
demic studies, and thus he preached in our pulpits. His 
leaving this stand and approximating the ground on which 
he now appears, was not by wavering to and fro, backwards 
and forwards, but by a regular descent, and that, he tells us, 
by a careful perusal of the holy scriptures. That he has 
read the scriptures much and attentively, nobody will doubt, 
who has glanced at his " Inquiry." Mr. B — too has al- 
ways classed with pious men, and in preaching what he has 
thought to be the truths of religion he has manifested much 
Cliristiju independence, and disinterestedness. Under 
these circumstances, we entreat our brother to review the , 
steps he has taken in this course, and again read over that 
holy volume with which he is already so well acquainted. It 
is our intention, while wc urge him to this renewed exer- 
cise, to assist, in our Immble measure, in comparing scrip- 
ture with scripture ; some of these collateral and sclf-inlcr- 
preiing passages may have yet escaped his inquisitous mind. 
This is ground on which Mr. B — and your preacher have 
agreed to meet, and here we fnean to stay awhile. Our au- 
thor is not settled in this system ; indeed it is hardly yet a 
system with him, he is, as he tells us, only an adventurer. 
He says himself, flntrod. \\\\.J "The path in which he 
"trod, in this Inquiry, has been new to liiniself, and but 
"little frequented by other writers." This is candid and 
honest, and we wish to preserve the same spirit. 

The controversy, conducted upon these terms, admits the 
auxiliary force of all who belit^ve in a future retribution, 
whether that future be considered as limited or eternal, and 
by rejecting the phrase eternal, and substituting yH/«rf, all 
parties, even Mr. B — , will agrqe in the course taken in the j 
discussion. But here it must be borne in mind, tliat we are < 
making no compromise with Mr. B — , offering no terms of 
reconciliation, while he hdds the preeent ground wiij 
6 ^ 
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better pretensions. Mr B — , thougli the path be treads is 
new to him, is vtry candid and bold, and even confidtfnt; 
he is sometimes very hard upnn hib opponent, and is, we 
think, rather too indiscriminate and severe upon those whom 
he denominates orthodox. Considtring these things, Mr. 
B — must expect some repUe& a little siivouting of that 
con6dence on our part, so miicli manifested b\ himself: 
and while we would avoid every thinj; like railing and hi* 
veclive, we must be permitted to make the btst use of all 
our advanr.igeb against the adversary. We do think, iiiid 
we wish it lo be so understood, lliat the " inquiry'* is [f 
book of dangerous tendency — that it goes to s.ip the fouit^ 
dation of all mora) govcrnmtnt, human and dnine — it ist a 
book in its nature and progress as much to be deprecated 
by UniversalistB, of the restoration class, as by the mote re. 
puted orthodox. If Mr. B— 's " Inquiry" is to he answeiv 
ed, every man, who believes in a retributive justiee. is bonn^ 
to embark all his best moral powers and means in couitfcT- 
acting its progress, influence and tendency. Our nexi&ub* 
ject will be - ■ ■ i 

Retribution threatened to the wickedi a motive to hciinevt.- 
Brethrcn prepare your minds for this anticipiited subject ijy 
a serious perusal of the sacred scriptures, and by devout 
supplication, by chastising your pasMons, and bv avoiding 
all appearance of evil. ' And, besides this, giving all dit 
gence, add to your faith, virtue ; and to virtue, knowledge; 
and to knowledge, tcniperance ; and to leniperance, pa- 
tience ; and to patience, godliness; and to gndlinP68| 
brotherly-kindness; and to brotherly-kindness, chiirjty. 
For if ihesc things be in you and abound, they make yoti, 
that ye shall neither be barren, nor unfruitful in the 
knowledge of our Lord Jesus Christ.' 
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■^UttriSution thrtakntd to the Wicked, a Motive to Virtur. 
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wThat system of government which is established o 
t creatures of our world, must necessarily be good, anid|'l 
E best adai>ted to man in afl the circumstances and cont^l 
tions in which he may be placed. Our decisions in this casd j 
are founded upon the view the Divine Being has giveu i 
his own perfections, as displayed in all his works. And 
then there is anoiher source of evidence in favour of thi 
position. All the g'ovemments, with which we have be< 
acquainted, ancient and modern, exhibit in their mast^l 
strokes a near resemblance to the divine government : liwl 
powei's that be are ordained of God — these are the lowrfl 
courts, of which heaven's is the supreme. In alUhesesys-J 
tcms of jurisprudence, above and beneath, there is not oli^fl 
but what recognizes the principle of retributive just'ice — '^1 
terror to the evil doer and a praise and defence to such 3^% 
^■A» well.'— Courts of a more moral complexion, courts c 
^Hbtiscience or sessions of authority in the church, bind tht^ 
^H||en)bers by the most solemn sanctions, and inflict penalties 
^■poii the transgressors according to the rule of a rlghteniM 
Hfefribution. Tiiere is another solemn tribunal, before whici 
^V'know some of you have prostrated, invoking the mosr* 
dread retribution, should you in any wise forego your most 
sacred obligation. — Yes, brothers and fellows, in the high 
hall of free and accepted craftsmen, there, nothing is done 
but by rule, and by square ; and woe to the unfuithful ; he 
_is cast out to the most awful retribution, to be known 
Inongst us no more forever. In all these views of gov 
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ment a threatening retribution is held out as a motive t« 
virtue. Nor do I recollect to have met with any system 
proposed upon a contrary principle, till we come to that un- 
happy time when the French philosophers, witli Godwin, 
and some others, announced a * political justice' without 
law, without sanction, without penalty, without retribution. 
In their hall of jurisprudence, it is true, they exhibited the 
figure of justice, but the sword and the baUmcc were pluck- 
ed from her hands : on the tribunal lay the volume of the 
law, but the all-important page, containing this threat to the 
wicked, ' The soul that sinneth it shall die,' was entirely 
blotted out. — Well, and what was the progress and the con- 
summation of this, to some, imposing code of national pofi- 
cy ? Alas ! these scenes are too gloomy and too horrific, to 
be presented in this place : but the adventurers in this ncwr 
theory of government soon fell in the ruins of their own 
project, like the Jews in the valley of Hinnom; their car. 
casses by thousands have lain unburied in the streets of tbeir 
cities, till tliey became 'an abhorring unto all flesh' and bjr 
hundreds of thousands have they rotted like dung on tile 
earth in the fields of hostile Germany : how many have 
been frozen by the winter frost, and scorched by the Bum^ 
mersun of a Russian sky ; or how many to this day lie. half 
buried on the plains of Waterloo, no tongue tan tell. Such 
was the career of this new philosophy, which promised 
liberty and universal well being to all mankind, till the 
remnant of the French nation were compelliid to throw 
themselves back again into the arms of despotic power, for 
relief from the horrors of this philosophic dream. This was 
the fate of a scheme that hazarded a government for man* 
kind, without the balance of a just and righteous retribn-' 
tion : and such must be the fate of every adventure that goes 
upon a similiir principle. Hence we object to Mr. B— '» 
theory. This particular point was considered in our former 
leaqre : but tlie " Inquiry" not only sets aside the principle 
of retributive justice, but argues against it, upon the bad« 
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ness of its tendency. Mr. B — thinks that there is no vir- 
tue in obeying a law under a sense of penalty annexed to 
disobedience : the obedience he contends for must be all 
tj;ratuiiou5, a disinterested benevolence, a virtue of intuition 
a virtue performed from inclination, from the overflowing' 
goodness of the heart, without any consideration of motives 
or consequences. Such a virtue I know has been dreamed 
of by speculators in a new divinity ; they have gone so far as 
tosuppose,and even to contend, that a man may have so much 
disinterested benevolence, as to be willing to be damned for 
the glory of God. How such idle speculations have found 
their way into the heads of wise and learned men is aston- 
ishing; and more astonishing still, that Mr. B — , with his 
experience and opportunity to observe the tendency of such 
jangtings, should contend for the very same principle him- 
self. It is true, that these new divinity met: have carried 
their system farther than our Inquirer, and have been more 
inconsistent in tlie management of their theory ; for while 
they have demanded a disinterested benevolence in their 
obedience, they have taught in terms of so much terror, as 
if all obedience was to be produced by fear of punishment. 
Mr. B— has not been thus inconsistent — all representation 
of future retribution, all motives of fear are, from his system 
of teaching, expunged. To both these systems we object ; 
but as we have to do only with that of the " Inquiry" it will 
be our duty to examine the theory peculiar to it. In this 
system there is no retribution, of course there can be no 
propriety in urging obedience upon such a principle; the 
promises and the threatenings are equally irrelevant. But 
then this system is not in accordance with scripture ; Jesus 
Christ and his apostles taught and preached systematically 
upon a contrary principle; they urged a depariiire from all 
iniquity, and a holy conversation upon a principle of retri- 
bution, upon the promised mercy of God, and upon the 
threatened displeasure of God. As it respects the apostles, 
our text is a specimen, and the methods of Jesus Christ 
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hhnself, and the prophets who bore witness to him, shall bt 
)aid before you. This is the subject we are going to 
fish in opposition to the " Inquiry." 

Knowing therefore the terror of the Lord we persnadt 
men. Whether this was preaching ' hell fire or wratb t^ 
come,' it was preaching terror; and it was urged as a li 
tive to a holy life ; by it our apostle persuaded men, and< 
imend to imitate his example. But we must first cite onl 
Inquirer's view on this article. His sentiments arc thcsi^ 
and thtts expressed. 

(33T) "Under the Old Testament dispensation, it ii 
"lowed, thai the doctrine of Hell torments (future punisM 
" ment) was not known — Did Adam preach the doctrine 
** Cain to make him holy ? Did Noah preach this doctrid4 
" to make the antediluvians holy ? Did Lot preach this doeJ 
"trine to make the Sodomites holy? Did Abraham cVi 
" allude to this in his intercession with God — yea was tD^ 
*' belief of this doctrine iHc cause of the holiness of Adanq 
" Noah, Abraham, Lot. &c. &c. ? Did the belief of (futurt 
" punishment) make them holy in distinction from 
"who were unholy? (338) Noah was a preacher, and ^4 
"preacher of righteousness, but I do not find a single hiitl 
*' ^venin his history, that he was a preacher of Hell tormenfii 
" (future punibhrneni) to deter men from their licentioi 
" courses— it' tilt doctrine is so well calculated to prevedl 
" sin, and promote holiness, why did not our Lord teach 
" to the Jews, who are allowed to have been a race of ve^ 
"wicked men? — (339) It is an indisputable fact, thattlil 
"apostles of our Lord never Kaid a word about Hell (tutuld 
"punishmem) to the Gentiles. We ask then what ihcg 
*''had left to deter men from the commission of cvei] 
"crime? If they (the apostles) knew the doctrine Co tM 
"such an excellent antidote against licentiousness, why 
" they never make use of it. They must have either bM| 
"ignorant of such a doctrine, or very culpable in nd 
'* preaching it, to deter men from crime ; or they did 
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^Hdnsider it so efficacious as some inugine. And it ap*' 
'* pears that they (the Gentiles) were believers in the doc. 
" trine of eternal misery in Hades or Tartarus. But w* 
" see that the belief of this doctrine did not turn thein from 
" their licentious courses. This was not its effect on thetti. 
" Nor did the apostles of our Lord think tlie preaching of 
" misery, either in Hades or Gehenna, would effect this» 
" for they do not say one word to them about punishmeirt 
" in either of these places. Let the objector then account 
" for it, if the apostles were of his mind about this, why 
" they did not preach tliis doctrine (namely that of future 
" punishment) to prevent wicket'nrss in their day. And let 
" him account for it, why the Gentiles in bclicvuig it, should 
"be so licL-niious." 

■On these passages we might remark as heretofore, tite 
want' of precision in expression and idea, the departure from 
the simple article of f lie primary r\UQht\on, Jufurr punish- 
mfTtt. not eternal, and //c// apart from ibc iimpic "^ct or 
Jalsg/wod," ihut thtte is, or is not, future punishment. And 
agmn, the Incpdrcr has confounded the tendency of preach- 
ing-.fumre punishment, with not preaching it, or he hascon- 
feonded ilic cendency of believing it, with the tendency of 
not belii-vtng it. The Jews, he says, did not know, nor be- 
lieve that there was any future punishment for the wicked, 
and yet they were very wicked.— The Gentiles \Tere taught, 
in iheir theologies, that there was a future punishment, and 
they believed it ; but they, he saj-s, wtre very wicked too : 
he does not tell us which were the worst. But I cannot sec 
what he intends by this balance of tendtawies, whether he 
considers the Jews the better for not believing the doctrine, 
or the Gentiles the worse for believing it. 1 really cannot 
tell what he means- However, one thing is clear, Mr. B— 
asserts that the doctrioc of retribution, or future punish, 
ment, was not an evangelical or an apostolic doctrine ; nor 
has such teaching a tendency to promote virtue. Now, we 
are prepared to prove, in reply, that this doctiiiK was both 
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evangelical and apostolical — yea, farther, that it was a doc- 
trine believed and of good credit in Old Testament tin»es, 
as well as New. We are prepared to show, that punishment 
or misery was threatened with a view to inspire fear, and to 
atir them up, so as to make them flee from the wrath to 
come. Thus it was with Noah. God threatened all flesh 
with the deluge, but to all he gave a space for repentance; 
vet the threatening and the respite they all despised, except 
Noah, with whom God entered into covenant, and Noah 
^ moved with fear, prepared an ark to the saving of his 
house.* Noah, you see, knowing the terror of the Lord, 
was persuaded to prepare the ark. Yet Mr. B — says, (337) 
that there was nothing in the constitution of Noah's virtue 
that sprang from the fear of a threatened retribution. We 
cotild multiply instances, almost without end, to this 
point, but your ti<ne would be rather trifled with than im- 
proved. The next case I shall adduce is still more to the 
point, as it meets our Inquirer's challenge, not only in all 
its parts, but in the very expression and letter, namely, the 
preaching of Hell torments, a motive to virtue, and the 
preacher is Jesus ; he threatens with Gehenna torments to 
reduce to obedience. In Luke's Gospel, (chap. sii. 45.) 
Jesus thus addresses his disciples on the snares and tempta- 
tions to which they ivere exposed in the work of the minis- 
try ; * And I say unto you, my friends, Be not afraid of 
them that kill the body, and after that, have no more that 
they can do : but I will forewarn you whom ye shall Jear; 
Pear him, which after he hath killed, hath power to cast in- 
to Hell ; yea, I say onto you, Fear Htm.* In the Evange- 
list Matthew (x. 28.) this same pjssage in the Saviour's 
doctrine is thus recited. ' And fear not them which kill 
the body, but are not able to kill the soul : hut rather Jear 
him which is able to destroy both soul and body in Hell.* 
Upon this text our Inquirer labours exceedingly hard, even 
to distress, to which we shall speak in a future lecture. All 
we demand of the passage noir, is, that a threatened retribu- 
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,, either figuratively or literally in Gehenna too, both soul 
ftbody, urged as a motive to the fear of (jod. Without 
ingiuiy thifijr more now about the nature, or extent of 
• puinshment ihreaienttl in this section of scripture, I ap- 
pcal to the most common understanding, to tlie understand- 
ing of a child, whether punishment in Gehenna, be not by 
our Saviour urged as a motive to virtue ? If this be admit- 
ted, and it cannot be evaded, then our doctrine is establish- I 
ed, and we may proceed to illustrate tlie position for practU' ] 
cal use. 

And here, first, let us come to soitie point on the charac- I 
ter of that doctrine and preaching, so ofien by our Inquirer I 
called the doctrine oy HeU torments. This method of denom-' 
inating and describing our preaching, I mean that of thos^ I 
who assert an eternal retribution, has in it something to be j 
admitted, and something to be rejected. There is, in thii^ 1 
idescriptiou, a part we shall admit. A great deal has beerf I 
liivrUten in retirement, and much more h^s been proclaimed ] 
I'in.the pulpit, on the subject of future punishment, than cart j 
be justified upon the grounds of scripture and reason. Ma- 
ny passages of holy writ have been selected as descriptive j 
of future misery, while perhaps they have no allusion what- 
ever to a future state. Others, highly figurative, have beert j 
selected, and the preacher has insisted upon the most literal 
fulfilment of them, his genius too, formed for the love of me- 
taphor, his passions burning with his subject, and his judg- ' 
ment a long way behind, has made an awfnl display of the 
terrilic. But what hiis such a disclosure effected-? Why 
it has perhaps irritated and shocked some of the best jieoplc 
in his audience — it has gained the applause of some of the 
weakest, and may have establishtd the preacher's character 
for faithfulness, but as to the wicked, not one of them has 
been 'persuaded' to forsake his evil way, and turn unto 
God ; so far from it, their understandings have been out- 
raged, and their best, not their worst, passions disgusted, 
and so they have resolved to sin on, being burdened in ih«ir 
7 
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iniquities, instead of being alarmed^and softened, and subdu-. 
ed. This is the kind of preaching that has furnished Mr. Br— 
with arguments against the doctrine of future retributiou ; : 
and though we cannot follow him with his conclusioo* we- 
will stand with him and protest against such gospel pr^ch* 
ing — here we set up our remonstrance, a feeble one, it .is. 
true, but decided, and declare against such a method .of 
calling sinners to repentance — we declare against it in terra& 
of reprobation, let it come from whatever quarter it may, froQi 
the learned or the rude, from the college or the camp. NoU 
withstanding, we are under a persuasion that the ** Inquiry" 
has made too much of this alleged case : there is by oo 
means such a method of preaching to the extent Mr. B— 
imagines. And then there are not wanting, [people of a 
sceptical and dissolute habit, to raise prejudices and to cir- 
culate uncandid reports in regard to a doctrine which re- 
proves, and coadcnins, their ungodliness and vice. 

W e contend for that ministry which sets the retributions 
of a future state in the strongest point of light : suchai^iiiVf 
istry was that of the apostles, particularly of St. Paul : 
* Knowing the terror of the Lord, he persuaded men,' ai)d 
how ? why, by setting before them the terrors of retrib«« 
tive justice ; and to render this retribution the more to be 
dreaded, he ]>laces the despised and neglected Jesus, once 
a Saviour, upon the tribunal, (vers. 10.^ ^ We must 
all appear before the judgment seat of Christ; that eveiy 
one may receive the things done in his body, according to 
that he. hath done, whether it be good or bad.' In another 
place, he says : (Rom. ii. 5, 6.^ * In the day of wrath, and 
revelation of the righteous judgment of God, God will render 
to every man according to his deeds.' And Again ; (Gul- 
vi. 7, 8.>> ' Be not deceived, God i^ not mocked, for what- 
soever ^ man soweth that shall he reap ; for he that soweth 
to his flesh, shall of tlie flebh reap corruption.' Such a 
preacher was the Lord Jesus-~He says, The wicked shall 
be raised to the lesuicrectioQ of damnatioor-tthe wicked shall 



go aWdyilito 'everlasting ptinishment, that is, en the lowest 
cstlWi^on, info pLinishniem in' a fiiturc state. Such was 
the preachiilffof the prophets. — Isaiah said, 'Woe iinto 
the ivictcd, it shall be ill with him : Tor the revvurd of his 
hands shall be ^i\en him.' Knoch, the sEvenill from Adam, 
prophesied of these things — Noah preached righteousness, 
and warned of these thini^s ; and were not ;ill these prophe- 
syings and preachings a declaration of the doctrine of future 
retribution, and was not all this to warn and to persuade 
men ? In all these discourses and alarms I do not see a 
word about HtU in any form, neither Sheol, Hades, Tar- 
tHTus nor Gehenna, but the wicked are told in plain terms — 
terms plainer than Hell can express, that thej' ' Shall in no 
case enter into the kingdom of heaven. — That there shall in 
no \vise enter into it, any thing that defileih, neither what- 
soever worketh abomination or maketh a lie.' 

Having divested our subject of that strong metaphorical 
fent^tiage, with which it has been too often enforced, let us 
proceed to reason and moralize, in the more common tone 
of scripture persuasion. And hence we observe. Tint sin 
is a great evU, and God views it with displcLisure. Sin is 
exceeding sinful — it has in its very nature and constitution 
an excess of that which is the most evil — it is the su peril iii. 
ty of naughtiness— the oveiflowingaof m<iliciousness. Yet 
to simplify ; sin is disorder; it is a removing of things 
from the place in which the Creator put them ; ic is a de- 
rangement of ihings : by it the order God first established is 
reverscd.and the continuance and progressof sin are manifest 
in the preference men show to this reversed order of affairs; 
they love to have it so : the gospel proposes a return of 
ihings to the state and order first appointed ; the gospel pro- 
ceeds upon this principle, and adopts means whcrebv the 
world may be restored to its proper standing; but this is 
what depraved men call 'Turning the world upside down.' 
And indeed the doctrines preached by the apostles of Christ 
were calculated, just as far as they were receivedt to ovcr< 
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turn every system then in operation. All the polyth( 
superstition, pritst-craft and f;)Ise morality of the Genl 
wiih all the traditionary religion, hypocrisy and infidelity.oi 
ihe Jtws, were threatened by the gusiiel with a total o' 
throw : and as far as that same gospel has succeeded 
world to the present day, that world h.is been turning: 
side down, to the annoyance of all worldly minded 
This is the simple character of sin, not so much a thing it- 
self, or a system of things, as a derangement of things. Atid 
thus sin will apply to all cases of moral evil as they occur 
in human afiairs. This then, in all its varieties of appear- 
ance and effect, is what excites God's displeasure. And here 
let us, for a few moments, confine our attemion to this dis- 
tinct view of sin, as that which is displeasing to God, the 
Moral Governer of the world. God's view of sin is to be 
considered as distinct from all those circumstances eitlier of 
aggravation or palliation arising from man's view of it. Man 
estimates sin, as more or less sinful, from its being morc,>o^ 
less injurious to him ; so that some sins which are exceed* 
ingly offensive to God, who is of purer eyes than to beiiold 
iniquity, are hardly noticed by man, his inierest not being 
affected by them ; and so some sins, mere sins of in6rmity, 
in the sight of God, who knowcth our frames and remen-' 
bercth that we are dust, are nevertheless a gre;\t cye.soi|p lo. 
a man whose interest is crossed and prejudiced thereby^! It' 
is so between man and man ; what is very offensive to one 
will be unnoticed by another, merely because their several' 
iiuerests lie in opposition to each other. God looks at sia ' 
through none of these mediums, he looks at it in a direct 
line, and right down upon its naked qualities ; he identifies 
it as an act of disobedience, a disorder, by which the agent 
declares his preference of the thing prohibited to the thing ,j 
commanded. Sin thus apprehended by a pure and holy ' 
God, is marked with the token of his disapprobation, and 1 
that mark remains upon it. The sinner's impenitence, and 
continuance iii sinful miudedncss, and sinful practice, in- 



LBCTU8E lU. 



creases his guilt, and his exposedness to God's displeasure. 
God changes not ; he is of one mind ; that which he has , 
marked as sin remains to be sin, and his displeasure is a set- J 
tied principle, so that the sinner is marked and noted for >U 
punishment ; which leads us to observe I 

Again, That God takes cognizance of sin, for the express '•I 
purpose of giving judgment upon it. Nothing is more '^ 
clearly laid down in scripture than this, (Eccles. xii. 14, St^j 
xi. 9. J 'God will bring every work into judgment, with M 
every secret thing, whether it be good, or whetlter U be evi!. fl 
Rfjoice, O young man, in thy youth ; and let thy heart ^1 
cheer thee in the days of thy youth, and walk in the ways % 
of thine heart and in the sight of thine eyes : But know '1 
thou, that for all these things God will bring thee mto judg- ■ 
ment.' The Bible is full of this ; read Malachi, (iii. 5.) "^ 
'Audi will come near to you to judgment, saith the 4 
Lord, and I will be a swift witness against the sorcerers^ fl 
and against the adulterers, and against false swearers, and 1 
against diose that oppress the hireling in his wages, the wid- 1 
ow and the fatherless and that turn aside the stranger from ■ 
his right, and fear not me saith the Lord.' Our Saviour is "% 
perpetually turning the attention of his hearers to this tribu-: '■ 
ual : ' I say unto you, That every idle word which men '1 
shall speak, they shall give account thereof in the day of I 
judgment.' And again, ' The men of Nineveh shall rise 1 
up in the judgment with this generation and condemn it— i 
The queen of the south shall rise up in the judgment with jl 
this generation, and shall condemn it.' All the apostles, j 
whose sayings and writings are preserved, refer to this judg- j 
ment, in a great variety of language and doctrine — Paul, 1 
'the judgment seat of Christ;' Peter, 'The day of judg- I 
ment, and perdition of ungodly men.' John saw in vision ^ 
' The dead, small and great, stand before God ; and the 
books were opened — and they were judged every man ac- 
cording to their works.' This is a scripture view of the 
judgment seat ; let us now see how this tribunal is adapted 
to man's state and character. 
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Man is a moral ag^nt, ati accountable crratrifc; liPpfl 
se^es' high capacities ; a Capacity for the jcrvice and IbVc 
of Gcxi ; a capacity too by which to resist God's antbotliy,' 
a*id even to hate him, and despise his f^overnincnt. fs it' 
not natural, and in agreement wiih the fitness of thint^s, thtit' 
God should, at some sWgc of man's moral career, bring htS 
creature to the test of a righteous judgment, and proceed to 
fix upon him a character, in accordance wiih his dctds; 
whether he has been righteous or wicked ? It is natural thait^ 
it should be so. and we have seen that the scriptures declare 
it will be so. Now this will be a terrible judgment for^n. 
ners ; all the truth will come out here. No sophiSiticatingi 
no shifting, no prevaricating, no denying, no false withessj 
all will be open and fair, and ui the day light, when thti 
judgment sits. In the present state of things it is somewhirf 
difficult to pronounce upon a man's moral character, urtlbsii 
he has been condemned or convicted in a civil process; al- 
though we may know from the most unequivocal evidciict' 
tiiat a man is a liar, or a hypocrite, or a profligate, it is hard- 
ly safe to call him so ; his guilt must be described Sn sbft 
and supple terms ; we must say such a man is mistakcti,' 
or he is a cautious man, or a free liver. But in the jurlj*^- 
ment of the great day, character will be fully developed, and 
all iniquity laid open under its projier name ; all will be car. 
ried on here in the most decided terms, without any equivo- 
cation and without appeal. But the matter docs not ertd 
here, here is rather its iDCginning. Justice is retributive ;-if 
the trial issues in conviction, judgment passes on to sMi 
tence, and to execution ; all the solemn pomp of the eribo* 
nal would be mere pageantry without this ; which leads iri . 
to observe 

Again, That God will give sinners over to that pum^ ] 
ment their crimes deserve. The fact is asserted in many 1 
scriptures : ' Vengeance is mine, and I will repay, saith Ihi I 
Lord. Behold I come quickly ; and my reward is with m^ I 
lo g^ve to every man according as his work shall be.' It 'a 1 
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necessary here only to state the fact, without enlargement ; 
Q«(i will send away, the wicked into a state of punishment. 
in,\\ii^ future and unseen world. This is what our Inquirer, 
dcniijs — there is no future punishment, he says, and follows, 
the denial with many declarations, that, the assertion of thci 
doctrine of a future retribution is not calculated to breventi 
^ and promote holmess, and that it never was preached, or, 
declared, to any soul under heaven for that purpose. Thia 
then is tlie sentiment we are to meet in concluding this lec-« 
ture. , 

We learo, first, that Mr. B— is exceedingly mistaken in; ■ 
his conclusion on the doctrine of retribution, he thinks iti 
was never asserted, or preached, by any appointed agentSi 
of Jehovah in declaring his truth to the sons of men. By^ ' 
retribution you will bear in mind, that we mean future pun^ 
ishmcnt, or the punishment of the wicked in a future state., 
'l"he '■ Inquiry" admits that the Jews were often threatenedt 
wUh punishment in Gehenna; and that they were so pun^ 
iahed on the destruction of their city and nation, but thist 
punishment he opposes to punishment in a future state. Nq( 
si)ch punishment was threatened or inflicted upon the Gen-; 
tiles, and so no future punishment was threatened to any^ 
soul under heaven. I am aware that the " Inquiry" onthift 
part of the subject, as in the former, speaks very incor-n 
rectly and loosely: it say* that Hell torments were"not| 
preached — that endless or eternal misery was not held out jj 
but the adoption of these terms is only to express his seoti^ 
me-nts strongly against the simple doctrine of retribution in, 
future punishnient. \\, is too late for Mr. B — to say, that 
by these terms he is contending only against Hell torments, 
and eternal misery in Hell, but that he admits a future retri- 
bution ; for he has told us at the outset, as we have seen at 
large, that he is as much opposed \.o future punishment, ai 
to eternal punishment, and to any misery in a future state^ • 
as to misery m Hell; and to this we mill hold him ; bu( 
here be ^ils ; for if any tlUng ever was proved by evidence^ 
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we have proved that the prophets, and apostles, and Christ 
hirtiself, did very frequently preach with a most threatening' 
aspect to the wicked, and warned them of a future retribu-' 
tian. Thus the trror into which the Inquirer has fulten> is' 
most visibly before iis. He set out to show that there, i» 
nofnture punishment; to prove this or to ilhistrate his as*' 
sumption, it is difficult to say which, he ^oes on to show 
rfiat Sfieol or Hades, frequently translated Hefi, is no pldce 
of punishment. He proceeds to show that there is nofu- 
ture misery for the wicked, hy declaring that no preacher, 
prophet or minister, commissioned from Htaven, e»cr 
threatened men with an eternal Hdl, endless misery in Hell, 
or endless punishment in fire and brimstone. Now I ask 
this attentive and candid audience, whether this is reason* 
rng on, or oBF, the agreed point of dispute ? To me' it 
appears that our Inquirer's proofs and illustrations are aside 
the question -, he asserts one thing, but tries to prove an- 
Other ; he asserts, There is no future pumshmmf — he at- 
tempts to prove. There is no eternal misery in Sheol, Hides, 
or Hell. He seems also to me to be arguing in a circle. 
There is no future punishment, therefore there is no misery 
in Hell — there is no misery in Hell therefore there is nofu- 
tore punishment ! But negatives are the chief source of 
proof and illustration. Hell is not a place of endless misery ; 
there is therefore no state of future misery, neither did any 
of the ministers of religion in any age of the world preach the 
doctrine of future misery to any soul under Heaven. But 
after all, there are some negatives, so declared to be by our 
Inquirer, that we shall deny, and such as we shall attempt to 
reverse. But this in its place. From the subject we leara 
Secondly, That Mr. B — is also exceedingly mistaken 
on the tendency of preaching a future retribution. He as- 
serts, not only that the inspired ministers of religion did not 
preach a threatened retribution, but, that the belief and is- 
sertion of the doctrine could have no holy tendency — Noah, 
Abraham, Christ and the apostles did not beheve in a fullire 
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ptinishment, and yet tliey were Rood men, — The Gentiles 
believed in future punishment in Hell, in Turlarus, forever, 
and yet they were a very wicked people, and not saved 
from their licentious courses. The virtue of the former 
persons and the viciousness of the latter we udmit, but the 
reasoninp; we deny. The holiness of ihe good men, did not 
spring from their infidelity in retribution, for we have seen 
that these men did believe in the doctrine, and were influ- 
enced by that faith : we do not say that their virtue was as- 
sisted by no other motives, for we believe it was, but, that 
fear of retribution was an ingredient in their stimulus to 
good and virtuous action. Indeed, this doctrine was a very 
frequent theme of discourse ; I do not say that they adopt- 
ed literally the words held in reprobation by the Inquirer ; 
but they preached retribution in very strong terms, for the 
purpose of promoting virtue, Jehovah himself first reveal- 
ed and proclaimed this doctrine to man : ' In the day that 
thou catest thereof thou &hali surely die.' Enoch, the holiest 
man in his day! thus preached : 'Behold, He conieih with 
ten lhous.inds of his saints to execute judgment upon them, 
to destroy tlie wicked, and to reprove all the carnal for 
every thing which the sinful and ungodly have dime, and 
committed against him.' — ' Wo to you, sinners, when you 
die in your siiis.' — ' Wlien to the rcceptdclc of the dead their 
souls shiiU be made to descend, their evil deeds shall be- 
come their greatest icrment. Into darkness, into the snare, 
and into the flame, which sha!! burn to the great judgment, 
shall their spirits enter ; and the great judgment shall take ■ 
effect even forever.' Thus prophesied Enoch, the seventh! 
from Adam. Noah was a prenchtr of righteousness, and afl I 
he built his ark, warned the world of the righteous relribu* 
tion ready to break upon them. Thus Moses, the servant 1 
of the Lord, just before he resigned his breath, warned Uie j 
children of Israel in a very Icng-thy valedictory discourse, 
with blessmg and cursing. Jeremiah, and indeed all the 
prophets, preach retribution in the most solemu terms; 
8 
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their language is somewhat various, but their sentiment is 
similar : ' Setk ye the Lord while he may be found, call ye 
upon him while he is near : let the wicked forsake his way, 
and the unrighteous man his liioughts; and let him return 
unto the Lord, and he will have mercy upon him ; and to 
our God fur he will abundantly pardon. — But if the wicked 
turn not he will whet his sword.' Jonah preached to the 
' Gentiles, but he preached retribution : ' Yet forty days and 
Nineveh shall be overthrown.' The Son of God preached 
thus, aud called on his followers to fear that retributioD 
which would issue in the loss of soul and body in Gehenna. 
Paul calls upon ' all men everywhere to repent, because God 
hath appointed a day in the which he will judge the world 
in righteousness, by that man whom he hath ordained; 
whereof he hath given assurance unto all men, in that be 
hath raised him from the dead.' Now, with all these facts 
and circumstances before us, how can our Inquirer say, 
that thiti doctrine ^vas never preached— nor was it caUulat- 
ed (340) " to lead men to repentance ?" This conclusion 
of Mr. B — , from whatever principle it be drawn, is evi. 
dendy a very erroneous one ; it is at variance with the 
scriptures of both Testaments — it is at variance with every 
thing that has been established among men under the form 
of government — it is at variance with common, evjBty day 
experience, all the world over, in alt ages and in all plices 
■ — which leads to a 

Third remark. Our Inquirer is exceedingly mistaken oo 
the real character of the doctrine he has espoused, i. e, the 
doctrine of non-retribution : he does not appear to be awaie 
of the source whence his position springs, nor of that dead 
tea into which it must finally fall. Mr. B~ seems to think 
that he is only relieving the teachings of morality from a fie- 
ry atmosphere, a sulphuric, acid gas — he thinks he is only 
contending against Hell torment motives, and is siveeping 
away the rubbish of old superstition, as it has been scatter- 
ed by old wives and physicians of no value ; for he pro- 
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nounces this kind of teaching, "religious quackery" — " tlie 
very worst kind of ejuackcry." Now Mr. B — basnet tlis^'* 
tinguishcd between the principle of this doctrine, and liw'l 
abuse of it, a very common error into which men fall. He* 
is sweeping away the fundamental principle of moral gov-' 
ernment, widiout seeming to be aware of it ; for we have t 
high an opinion of his moral character to admit the idea that ] 
Mr. B — is a sceptic or a libertine. But if he will only lurn'.J 
about a little, and review the ground upon which he has ad- A 
vanced, he will, we think, see his mistake. The bind of I 
government for which he contends can never be ad?pted ta I 
man ; indeed our author's s)'slem is destitute of the essen. f 
tial principles of government ; it has no control overthcJ 
mind, it has no demand upon the actions of a moral agent;' 
there is nothing in it preceptive or sovereign ; it is a tame^' 
lifeless, insipid and cold address to a creature without 4' , 
heart and without a conscience. It is a system, the firit j 
principle of which it holds in common uhh all the schemed I 
infidelity has furnished for ages past. It is the verj- schemft | 
to which unbelievers and men of a libertine bias resort." [ 
Take away the solemn retributions of Christianity, and tliertf I 
is scarcely any thing left to which sceptics object. As tti ) 
Tartarus, the Hell of paganism, of which Mr. B — speaks; I 
it exhibits not a principle of retributive justice as revealed 
in the scriptures : Tartarus was not a place or state of pun^ 
ishment for transgressors; it was rather a political limbo, a 1 
place of fabled confinement for unfortunate gods and kings, 
without regard to their moral or general character, but by 
no means a state of retributive punishment upon the princi- 
pies of moral justice. At this Hell unbelievers laugh, and 
the pagans laughed at it themselves, but the retributions of 
revealed theology are such as offend sceptics exceedingly ; 
remove these, and the offence ceases. Now this is what our 
Inquirer has done, and the floods of ungodly men will come 
in : in vain does he object — in vain does he plead for the 
purity of his disciples ; they will be impure men, they will J 
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call him master j and he must acknowledge them as his;^f^ 
pUs. I am aware that Mr. B — will protest against these 
conclusions, and I am heartily glad of it, for it speaks the 
purity of his conscience ; but I would solemnly call upon 
lam to re-examine his progress, for infidels of every grade 
will lay claim to him, and free thinkers, and free livers too, 
will hold by his skirts, and he will not be able to shake 
tbfem off. Universalists of the restoration class are all^ 
alarmed at this : ' the editor of the Repof^ortf says, thb 
scheme is a sanctuary for the man that dies * in the very act 
of murder;' making, we add, no moral difierencc between 
the thieves who robbed and maimed the man on the road 
from Jerusalem to Jericho, and the Samaritan who bound 
up his wounds and saved his life. Making no difference 
between the penitent malefactor who' implored a dying Sa- 
viour's compassion on thexross, and the hardened <blt»> 
phemer who execrated the same Saviour to his ktcst brealh*^ 
-«*»-jf-Erei:. xviii. 25-^30^ * Yet saith the house of Isnel^ 
the: way of the Lord is not equal. Hear now, Otioucfe^of 
laraeU Are not my ways equal? Are not your w^g une- 
qual ? Therefore I will judge you, O house of Israel, every 
one according to his ways, saith the Lord God» V^i^iW 
Md turn yourselves from all your transgressions ; 8om|Qi^ 
tji shall not be your ruin^- 



:. I 



i « 



1 * 



i . 



■ i ' •• ■ ■ • ■ . r - . 



I '. -i:!.! ' Ki . 



S^(STWmffiIT< 



'Bj^ards and,Ftmi9hm€n^9 in a Future 8taU proved Jiram ike.iiteei 

Testimony of Scripture, 



TKfS, WICKED IS DtllYEN AWAT IN HIS WICKEDNESS; BUT THE 
BIOHTEOlM RlirH' H«>PE IN HIS DBATH.«— JVof^is XlY. tS. 

AJTD IT OAMEI TQ ^A98 THAT THE BEOOAR DIBl»y ABB WAS OABmiMI 
BtX T^]| AN^^Mf IBTO ABRAHAM'S BOSOM: THR RICH MAR ALSO 
DIED, AND WAS BURIED ^ AND IN HELI« HE I.IYTEO UP HIS RTRSf 
BEING IN TORMENTS, AND 8EETH ABRAHAM APAR OPP, ABB 
LAZARUS IN HIS B086M.—- £tlA:e XTf. 22y 23. 

# 

Mr brethren, what do we understand bj Rbtelatiov f 
Is it not that knowledge, 4he attainment of which is beyond 
our own means ? Is not this Divine Revelation t A com- 
niunication from die Divine Being, on subjects beyond the 
reach of humaa intelligence, beyoo^ die gra^ of the most 
extended Cstoulties of the human mind. Yes, dus is^'Rc vs^ 
NATION ; fffld the next question is. How is such a levelaiMm 
to be received ? And here we must be a little parttcubR*, ia 
distinguishing it from every thing else, that may lay daiai 
to its characters and authorities. Whatever I caa come at, 
in the exercise of my reason, however far it may seem to 
lie beyond the sphere of my more immediate action, is not 
revelation. It was once thought the earth on which we 
dwell was a flat plane, bounded at its edge by a visible ho- 
rizon ; but this has been proved to demonstration to be er- 
roneous. The sun too, that vast source of light, was sup- 
pused to revolve daily around thb little ball, on which is 
placed the foot of man ; but this also is demonstrated to be 
the very reverse. These mistakes, however, have not been 
corrected by any communication from the Author of Na- 
ture : man has come to this knowledge in the exercise of 
his own reason, Man has placed the great sun in the cen- 
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trc of a universe of planets, and given him a sovereignty 
over all the bodies within his attraction. Man can make, 
or rather discover, this nrnmgement in the great physical 
world, by the order and direction of his own physical 
powers, guided by his reason. He can draw lines, and 
form these into ant^les and curves ; he can ascertain with 
precision the degrees of space and distance they severally 
subtend, and so he can go out into space and fathom and 
gauge the universe. — But then all the discoveries, and as. 
serted demonstrations of reason, are liable to scrutiny; 
what the reason of one man pronounces correct, the reason 
of another disputes, and alters ; and so the reasoning pow- 
ers of man may go on without end. Nevertheless there are 
certain data, in this material system, on which man can in- 
stitute his theories, so as to produce some demonstrations 
not to be doubted or disputed : and here man stays, beyond 
this he only conjectures — or waits for a revelation. Let 
mnn prepare to take but one step beyond his own visible, 
tangible, sensible self, and where will he, where can he 
place that advancing foot ? All without this limit is the dit- 
seen, the unknown world. — Nay, within himself, some. 
where, but where, he knows not, this unseen, unknown 
world challenges his adventurous, prying thought. Wilhoiit 
asking who, what, ' where is God our Maker ?' it may wdi 
be abked, * What is man?' and what man can answer— who 
can say what man is — wliat his order — his capacities— his 
career — his destiny : he springs from the dust, whence afl 
the other creatures spring, but he obtains dominion over 
them all ; majesty is intuitive, he is crowned with glory and 
honour. But he rises to all this by instinctive, constitution- 
al powers, for which he has no name, and this nameless 
aomelliing constitutes him man. Here then we pause, for 
here all demonstration upon natural principles ceases : if we 
obtain any farther information, it must be from another, 
and a superior source of intelligence, and this communica- 
tion will be revelation. As soon as any thing is communi- 
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cated to us on the subject of an immaterial, immortal spirit, 
whether that spirit be our own, or some other, it is a super- 
natural revelation. Whatever, therefore, is matle known 
to us in relation to a future state of existence, must be by a 
communication from some being acquainted with that state, 
and this loo must be revelation. We are now prepared to 
say, how such a revelation must be received. — It must be 
received by an act of faith, and impUcitly relied on. AU 
that reason has to do in this case, is, to examine and weigh 
the evidence with which this revelation comes recommend- 
ed; and it is the province of reason to examine this evi.i 
dence with the greatest scrutiny : indeed tliere is nothing 
that can be presented to the human mind, which so de- 
mands a strict examination, as that whieh professes to be a 
revelation. Israel was thus warned to be upon their guard, 
and to examine the pretensions of all who came in the garb 
of a divine teacher. So Jesus proposed his mission for 
scrutiny, and called upon his disciples to be upon liie watch 
lest false Christs and false prophets should deceive them. 
And John also said, ' Try the spirits — for many fulse teacli< 
ers are gone out into the world.' On these terms the whole 
volume of sacred scripture is presented to us — and we have 
scrupulously admitted its authority ; we have tried its spirit* 
we have demanded a sign from heaven — the ' sign manual' 
of the Great King — this evidence has been granted, and w« 
acknowledge the Bible to be the Record of Divine Testi- 
mony. Here the scrutinies of reason stay ; having obtain- 
ed evidence, we proceed in the exercise of faith, and take 
the whole of its communication for truth ; we do not admit 
revelation as a whole, and then reject it in parts ; but receiv- 
ing it as a whole, we receive it in all its parts, and abide by 
its testimony i liiis is reasonable, and all who go upon a 
contrary principle, stumble and fall. So fell Nicodcmus, , 
who at first promised to become a fair disciple oi JesuB> 
Christ: he was a man of considerable att^iliiintnts, and 
mani^ted &ome candor : but he suffered his reasonings to 
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subvert and supersede his convictions; lie acknowledged 
Jesus as a divinely authorized teacher, and then refused to 
admit the truth of his testimony. * We know that thou art 
a teacher come from God' — but when Christ asserted a 
doctrine, which the rabbi either did not understand, or did 
not wish to learn, he said, in ' doubting mood,' ' How can 
these things be?' This is tlie error into wliich Mr. Balfour 
has fdUen. He admits the authority of scripture testimony, 
and then refuses to believe in the doctrines asserted therein. 
Thus have we made our way to the subject of this lec- 
ture — Rewards and punishments in a future state, as revetU- 
ed in the holy scriptures. This subject must, from its very 
nature, be a matter of pure revelation : it is a subject far 
beyond the reach of human speculation ; • It is as high as 
heaven i what canst thou do ? deeper than Heil (the abyss j) 
what canst thou know?' To reason against the revelations 
of the unseen ivorld from the visible things of this world, B 
for the iiihabitunis of ihc torrid zone, to reason against the 
icy congelations of the poles, from the flu idity of the Waltrs 
in their latitude — Indeed more absurd, for no demonsUa- 
tion can be brought to our senses In evidence of a FutitTC 
state, or of the reality of things pertaining thereto. YcS, 
brethren, we must take revelation just as it is, and believe 
it widiout controverting its tcstiinoiiy on this subject par- 
ticularly : some reasonings on translation must be admitted, 
but whatever is ascertained as the sense of the original, must 
be taken as the 'mind of the spirit.' These observations tniist 
now be brought into application ; the subject is before usin 
two passages of H<ily Writ, one from the Old Testament, 
the other from the New. The passage from the Old Tes- 
tament merely declares the doctrine of future retribution: 
*The wicked is driven away in his wickedness; but djc 
righteous hath hope in his death.' The passaj^c from the 
New, contains a more circumstantial view of the subject'; 
the good man is conveyed to the society of the righteous, ' to 
Abraha[n's bosom,' the wicked to scenes of misery, * in 
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Hell he lifted up-his eyes being tormented.' This subject 
in the Inquiry, is brought to our view in the use and appli- 
cation of these modes of expression, Sheol — Hades — ' 
Tartarus — Gehenna. The first of the!»e is a Hebrew 
word, ^Mitif Sheol, which signifies a concealed place, and 
often the state of the dead. The following, «!«( Hades b a 
Greek rendering of Sheol, not another word, but the Greet 
of which the other is the Hebrew : it also signifies concealedj 
obscure or hidden. The two latter words, Tartarus and Ge- ' 
/jfnna, cannot be duly considered in this discourse; H'C I 
shall confine ourselves principally to Sheol or ILides, the 
same word. 

Sheol, it seems, from the "Inquiry," occurs 64 times 
in the Old Testament ; it is translated in the English version 1 
in 3 places Pit, £S Grave, and 32 HelL The first of these 
renderings. Pit, is I apprehend derived from the Latin, pu- i 
teus oTputeiim a -well, a sunken place or dent m the earth. ' 
Qrave is derived from the German, Graben, which sigoifies 
ahoUow made in the ground. Hell is corrupted from an 
old Saxon word, Heele or Hele, which signifies to conceal 
or cover over, from whence comes our common word for 
the cure of a wound, we say it is healed : it applies in some 
countries to the roofing or covering of a house ; it is said. 
when the roof work is finished, to be healed in. We see 
from hence, that the more literal meaning of Sheol is pretty 
well preserved in the three English renderings, pit, grave 
and Hell, a place in which the dead are buried, and so con* 
cealed or put out of our sight ; as Abrahani said to the sons 
of Hetli, demanding a burying place among them, ' Tha( I 
may bury my dead out of my sight.' ^tdes, as we have ' 
seen, is the common Greek term for expressing what is con- 
veyed by Sheol, and is so used in the Septuagint, the trans- 
lation of the Hebrew scriptures into Greek by the Seventy. , I 
Upon the original word, Shkol, with its renderings wc 
have to remark 

1. That Sheol signifies the state of the departed^~the 
9 
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stale of concealment — the invisible, future rvor id. With this 
sense it has been faithfuHy translated by the authors of the 
Greek version ; Hades is the term substituted Ibr S/ieol, 
and is in as near agreement as two languages can be. Sheol, 
through the Greek aW Hades, passes into English as jPii, 
Grave, Hell. Here is a greater variety of hteral expression ; 
three Eriglish words to one Greek ; and there is some dan- 
ger in this variety ; it can hardly be expected, that these 
three words will be precisely of the same acceptation. Yet 
still I believe, these three words, as used in the English 
Bible, generally express what is intended by Sheol and 
Hades. When //a(/c* has been rendered /)!(, the invisible 
state of the dead has been intended: grave also has been 
used for the same idi'a. Hell has proved to be a more un- 
fortunate term. Hell has been chosen, at what period lean* 
not say, nor whether it has come into a particular use all at 
once, or gradually, but Hell hiis been chosen as a word by 
which to represent a future state of misery j it has certain- 
ly been so used in preference to pit and grave : but there is 
no more punishment and misery in translating Hades into 
Hell than into pit or grave ; for Hell simply signifies 
the concealed stnte, as do the other terms. And it ai>pears 
to me also, that our translators had no more idea of convey- 
ing a sense of punishment, or misery, in the term HeU, than 
they had in the other terms. Mr. Balfour observes, very 
correctly, (18) " that in several places where the word Sheol 
"is rendered Hell in the text, the translators put grave 
" in the margin','' This shows at once that the transla- 
tors considered grave and Hell as synonymous, and 
that they wished their readers should know it also. 
This observation of Mr. B — applies, I bcheve, solely to 
the common version, that now in use, king James' Bible, as 
it is usually eailtd ; but if we consult the Geneva Bible, an 
English translation from Beza's Latin, in which the great 
Jolin Knox had a hand, doited 1360, we shall find the word 
grave, often in the test, where in the common version, we 
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9^tkve Hell. I will cite a case or two. Ill the xvi. Psalm 
and ii. of Acts, in both places itistead of 'Thou wilt not 
leave my soul in Hell:^ it is ' Thou wilt not leave my soul 
inthe^art?.' In Job, ' The g-rtirtf is naked before him/ 
and, ' it is deeper than the grave, what canst thou know ?5 | 
In the Ixxxvi. Psalm, * Thou hast delivered my soulfronlfi 
the lowest gTflvff.' The word Hell, however, is used fre^ I 
quenily in the same way as it is in the common version, biif I 
it is with less seeming choice ; it appears to me that iu thtf-l 
time of this translation, //(•//, pi; and grave were synony*! 
irtoiis, and alike considered as representing the invtsililei\ 
future state, without one being more indicative of misery 
than the other. And 

S. Remark upon these terms in the original and transla. 
tion. S/ieol in the Hebrew, Mades in the Greek, and pit, 
grave, or Hell in the English, do not describe lo us any 
place or the circumstances of any location whatever. Sheol, 
rendered as it may btr, asserts and reveals lo us the future, 
invisible, spiritual state ; for, first, it cannot mean that pl.ice 
we call the grave literally, that place in which the human 
body is laid lo corrupt and consume away. Sheol is not 
used for this purpose, another word is used. When the 
sepulchre, tomb or burying place for the body is intended, 
the Hebrew word is lip Keber, which we are told by good 
critics, is never translated Hades : and we think it should 
never be rendered THE ^rwTJc,- a grave, a single burying 
place it may be, but not the Hades, the Hell, the pl:ice ap- 
pointed for all living. When the Hebrew word for sepulchre 
is rendered in Greek, it isra^ec taphos or ftnfa mnema.or some 
other equivalent term signifying sepulchre or monument, but 
never Hades. Neither is Hades ever confounded wiih fun- 
eral rites ! the place to which the body is assigned, and the 
state of the departed, are uniformly kept separate. We 
have a very striking instance of this in ii. Acts, 27, 29. Pe- 
ter is applying the famous passage in the Psalms to Christ, 
\vhen he speaks of Christ in the words of D:ivid, Hades or 
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Sheol is used ; ' Thou will not leave my soul in Hadetm^ 
SheoL' But turning to the case of David's burial, he says, 
' Men and brethren, let me freely speak umo you of ihc 
patriarch David, that he is both dead and buried, and his 
sepulchre, lanfia. mnema is with us to this day.* You see 
here very plainly that the spiritual state of the departed is 
very differently described from the place of the dead body. 
You see farther, that the grave, literally the burying place, 
is not the concealed, invisible place, or state ; for David's 
sepulchre was before their eyes to that day, and never had 
been concealed. Sheol or Hades is the common receptacle 
of the departed, without any regard to the places where their 
bodies be buried. Sheol, the original word itself, with all its 
descendants in translation, is in the singular number and 
form i this is not the case with sepulchre, grave, &c. as a 
burying place, for there arc burying places, sepulchres, 
graves and so on, but no such pluralities in the state of the 
_ departed. This is too plain a case to suffer farther argu- 
ment, yet if my hearers wish for greater satisfaction they 
have only to consult their Bible in those passages where 
graves or sepulchres occur in the plural number, and then 
see whether they can find Sheol and Hades in the same form. 
3. We are now brought to a distinct idea upon the state 
and character of the future world, as expressed by Sheot, 
Hades, Pit, Grave, or Hell. It is evidently a spiritual state, 
a state and condition suited to man as disembodied, and 
separate from this visible, material world. It is spirituat^ 
in opposition to material, and state in opposition to plaee. 
It is not material or natural, for, the tomb, the sepulchre re- 
ceives the material or natural man, but Hades, the spiritual 
li is not a place, for that which is local, is in this 
visible world, in the tomb, but it is a state, and Hades is that 
state, invisible and concealed from mortal eye. Yet as spirit- 
ual things are described to us in this world by things natur- 
al, things with which we are familiar in this region of sense, 
so, what is spiritual iti the future state of things, must be 




LECTURE IV. 

described to us by things sensible and natural. Man dieth 
and giveth up the ghost, he descendeth to the tomb, the 
earth closeth upon him, and he is concealed from the view 
of survivors, and the grave into which he has descended, 
and ill which he is concealed, becomes a fit figure by which 
to represent the spiritual state of the invisible, future world. 
If the term, keber, rendered tomb, sepulchre, or any other 
equivalent word, had been used to denote this concealed 
place, it would have been a just figure for what is conveyed 
tinder the expression o( Sheoi, Hades, See. Yet it must be 
admitted that Hades is more full and to the point; it is in 
the singular number and form, it is generic, and goes di- 
rectly to describe the state of the departed in general, rather 
than the local condition of the remains of departed persons 
in particular. But here our reasoning, as we pursue the 
truth, takes a turn which we must not fail to follow under 2 
4th Article, The knowledge at which we are arrived on 
the subject of the future state, whether it be by means of 
such terms as Skeol, Hades, Keber, Hell or grave, sepulchre^ 
or tomb, the source of this knowledge is Revelation, a dis- 
tinct communication from the Divine Spirit — the King 
eternal, immortal, invisible. Without a divine revelation 
on this subject we could have known nothing. The very 
terms used report our ignorance. Hades! the concealed^ 
invisible, unknown state. Man dies ; all that we actually 
know of him is hidden in the tomb ; for aught we know he 
ceases to be ; here all that we have seen to be human, de. 
cays and moulders to dust ; even that which we considered 
to be super animal, call it spirit, soul, mind, or what you 
please, that falls in the common wreck, no traces of it re- 
main, it seems to be body or animal like the rest ; both, if 
they are two, fall together, and here the whole human cha- 
racter ceases to be seen ; here it passes the boundaries of 
our knowledge, all beyond which, if any thing there be 
beyond, is in the future, unseen world. Here then if a 
thing be known it must be by a commuoication from t, 



tptseeri world. Tins commutiicatioii we hnve in the lioly 
^riptures ; and the axiom we have to assume is this. That 
all ive can know in the present state, of the unseen world, is 
(Cvealed in that sacred volume. I presume this positioti 
needs not to be defended from the claims of heathtn writ- 
ers ; as I am contending with a professed believer in the 
Bible, it will be admitted, that, that book ib the fountain- 
head of all wisdom and authority. In citing scripture tes- 
timony on this article I shall be brief; whut God saith 
once or twice ought to be satisfactory to us, and we intend 
at this time to abide by it. First. The scriptures challenge 
nan upon his ignorance in this case. (Job x.'&w'm. 17. J 
*. Have the gates of death been opened to thee ? or hast thou 
leen the doors of the shadow of death ?' Man had seen the 
gates and doors of the tomb, but the gates of death, and of 
Ihe sh.tdow of death, he had not seen. Second. Revelation 
discovered to the patriarchs the fact of a future stale. Jacob 
'knew that the departed lived in another world ; ' I will go 
^wn to the grave to my son,' meaning Joseph, whom he 
supposed to be dead. In the book of Job, there are some 
jBne and clear views of immortality. ' I know that my 
Redeemer liveth — and though after my skin worms destroy 
this body, yet in my flesh shall I see God.' Third. What 
is revealed of the unseen, future world, Sheoi or Hades, is 
a development of man's moral character and condition. 
The first member of our text, ' The wicked is driven away 
, in his wickedness' — Where to? 'The wicked shall be 
[turned into hell,' into Hades, ' with all that forget God.' 
[Now the contrast, ' But the righteous hath hope in his 
'death.' Can any thing be asserted in these passages but the 
punishment of the wicked in a future sute, and the bless- 
edness of the righteous ? Can it be the same thing for a sin- 
ner to be driven down to the grave in his sins, with fearful 
looking for of indignation, and for a saint to fall asleep in 
peace with God and in hope of a blessed immortality ? Is 
there a sinning man in this assembly who is quite persuaded 
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that both are alike ? This is the language of the Old Tes- 
tament, and much more to the same effect might be adduc- 
ed, but what God says, even only once, ought to be believed. 
We must now turn to the ** Inquiry" and sec what is 
therein brought against the positions we have assumed. Mr* 
B — shall speak for himself, on the sense he intends to at- 
tach to the several words we have ^anced at. After a long 
quotation from Dr. Campbell, he remarks, (5) " 1st. It 
•' shows that Sheol of the Old Testament, and Hades of the 
** New, both translated by our English word Hell, do not 
" signify a place of endless misery for the wicked, but sim- 
** ply the state of the dead, without regard to the goodness 
*' or badness of the persons, their happiness or misery. It 
** follows of course, that wherever those two words are used 
** in scripture, though translated by the word Hell, we ought 
*^ not to understand such a place of misery to be meant by 
M tlie inspired writers."— 2d. It establishes also that our 
V English word Hell, in its primitive signification, perfect- 
^' ly corresponded to Hades and Sheol, and did not, as it 
'^ now does, signify a place of endless misery. It denotes 
" only what was secret or concealed." He adds in another 
place, (20) " That Sheol, translated Hell, means the grave, 
*^ or state of the dead — Sheol^ whether translated pit, grave, 
** or Hell, is represented as below, beneath, and as a great 
" depth." — (26) ** Whether Sheol is translated, pit, grave or 
" Hell, in not one of the passages, is it described as a place of 
"misery or punishment for the wicked, or for any one 
<* else."— (27) " So far from its being a place of misery, it is 
" also a feet, that it is described as a place of insensibility 
" and ignorance. We are told that there is, — * no work, 
^' nor device, nor knowledge, nor wisdom in the grave, or 
" Shed, whither thou goest.' Eccles. ix. 10." 

Thus far the " Inquiry" on the sense and application of 
SheoL I have been very select in producing passages from 
the book, but I think all has been cited that Mr. B — says 
on the question ; not all in quantity, but all in quality : I 
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have endeavoured to bring into a small compass every idea 
our author has expressed on the subject. Upon what he 
thus says I observe, 1st. Mr. B — admits that Sheol'mthe 
Hebrew is justly translated JIades'm the Greek. It is grant- 
ed also that Hades ]jasses well into English as grave, pit. 
Sell, these three mean the same thing. 2d. We learn from 
the quotations that the English word Hell, " in its primi- 
tive signification, perfectly corresponds to Hades andShcoI," 
and " means the grave or slate of the dead." 3d. Sheolj 
Hades, or Hell means concealed ; " it denotes only what was 
secret or concealed." 4th. Mr. B — considers Sheol, ffades. 
Hell, &c. as having no relation to retribution, rewards 
and punishments — no relation '* to the goodness or bad- 
ness of the persons, their happiness or misery" — and so he 
goes on to the conclusion, that " it is not described in any 
one passage of scripture as a place of misery or punishment 
for the wicked or any one else." He concludes farther, 
that it is no moral state of existence, but a state " of inseiV' 
sibility and ignorance," — a state in which there is neither 
good nor bad, happiness nor misery. 5th. The English word 
Hell, he considers as a proper rendering of Hades, but that 
it has been made, since its primitive use, to convey the idea 
of the place of future misery, and that this use of the ivord 
is a perversion. 

Let us now review these sentiments and compare them 
with each other. We can but observe here, as in former 
branches of investigation, that Mr. B-^ is asserting one 
thing, and proving another. His assertion is, and his book 
was written to make good the assertion, No futurb pun- 
ishment. But his arguments, his proofs, and his illustra- 
tions are for No eters al punishment. This inconsistency 
running all through the book, gives us a deal of trouble, 
while it contributes not to the advancement of the argument 
on either side. Again. I am not sure that our Inquirer is 
distinctly understood upon the article of Sheol or Hides. 
He thinks it obvious that Sheol, translated Hell, means the 
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we, or state of the dead. Does lie by the grave and state 
of the dead mean the tomb, or sepulchre, the place literitlly 
in wliich the dtad body is laid ? for Sheol may literally 
mean the ploce for the dead body ; and his illustration froni 
" Solomon speaking of a lewd woman" goes rather to con- 
firm this presumption; " Solomon says, ' her house is the 
way to hell,' which he Immediately explains, by adding,' 
going down to the chambers of death — her feet go down to 
death — her steps take hold on hell.' " We know Mr. B — 
docs not believe in future punishment, his book is written 
to prove that there is no such thing ; then by Hell, death 
and the chambers of death he cannot mean future-state pun- 
ishment, but literally death and the grave. Here then we 
are left to conclude that Sheol, Hades and Hell mean not a 
iliture state, but the visible grave, in which the mortal re-' 
inains are deposited. I do not wish to force any meaning' 
on Mr. B — 's words nor give them a sense foreign to his' 
design, hilt if he writes loosely and indistinctly he cannot 
expect to escape without correction. But farther, these sen- 
timents, thus brought to our view, seem to me to be at va- ■ 
riance, and in opposition to one another. Mr. B^ admits, 
as a thing no one disputes, that Sheol is justly translated by ' 
Hades. Let us inquire of the Greeks what they meant by' 
Hades, aSnt. and of the Jews what they thought of it. And' 
here, it would be a contemptible affectation, were I to pre- 
tend to open to you any new critictil light, upon a subject so 
well and so amiily discussed already ; but as our method of 
discourse must be rendered as popular as possible, it is ne- ' 
cessury that we offer you the best information within oui"' 
reach. The Hebrew scriptures were translated into Greek, 
between the close of the Old Testament canon, and the ad- 
vent ofChrist. The history of the Septuagint, as it is com-' 
monly denominated, is involved in much fable and uncer-' 
tainty, particularly, as it regards the persons of the transia- ' 
tors, their exact number, the circumstances under which 
tbey performed the task, and also the date of their work ; 
10 
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but still llie translators must have been Jews, Jews by* 
tivity or conversion, men well acquainted with the origmBil 
frum whence they were to translate, and with the Greek m- 
to which they were to translate. 'I'hey knew thai Sheol, 
when it related to the slate of the departed in general, meant 
the unseen or concealed future btate: they, therefore, in 
rendering it into Greek chose in that language a word, Of a 
compound of words, meaning the same thing ; Hades was 
that word. But the question now is, how came the heathen 
Greeks to be in possession of a word so expressive of a fu- 
ture state, a word in their language meaning the same thing 
as Sheol, a worrfof divine inspiration or of divine applica- 
tion at least ? Mr. Balfour can, it seems, give us some clue 
to tliis problem. He intimates that the Greeks obtained 
this knowledge frnni their heathen oracles. He says, 
(26) " That the heathen Greeks seem not only to have at- 
" tbiched similar ideas to the word Hadis, as the Hebrews 
*' did 10 the word Sheol, but also the additional idea, thatiA 
" Hades persons were punished or rewarded, according to 
" their merits or demerits — This (he adds) was t/wir cum 
" addition ; for no such idea seems to be conveyed in all ihc 
" Old Testament by the word Sht-ol." Observe here, our 
atithor says, that " the heathen Greeks attached similar idttas 
to the word Hades, as the Hebrew writers did to the word 
Sheol;" now in Mr. B — 's opinion the Hebrews attached 
to Slieol the idea oi death, the chambers of death, the grave; 
mind, not a future state of being — of doing— or of suflering, 
not a moral state, but a state of ignorance and insensibility^ 
a state in which men are not good or had — neither happy nor 
miserable: ihis is the idea the Greeks had of Hades, as well 
as tlic Jews, only the Greeks added to this state a state of 
retribution, rewards and punishments according to merit or 
demerit in the present world ; that is, the Greeks consider. 
ed the moral character of man passing from this " present 
world" into Hades, where man as a moral agent is punish- 
ed or rewarded, which is cither happy or raberable. But 
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V docs Mr. B — make tliis hold together ? The Greeks 
believed that Hades was a slate of death, of ignorance and 
of insensibility. And at the same time they did not believe 
h lo be so, for they believed that Hades was a slate in which 
men were rewarded or punished, were happy or luiserabl^i ' 
according to their moral character, merit or demerit! EvC)- 
ry body must see at once that the Greeks could not be b&- 
Uevers in such i/icongruities. As a remedy in this casc^ 
our Inquirer may perhaps refer us to the circumstance WC 
have quoted, but of which as yet we have taken no notice^ , 
namely, that this idea of retribution in Hades was their ow|l 
invention : the heathen Greeks appended this idea lo their 
Hades, _/or no such idea ivas conveyedin all the Old Testa- 
merit by the word S/ieol. Of this asserted fact Mr, B — givei 
us no proof; neither is there any evidence before the worl^, j 
that the heathen, of any nation, invented the doctrine of ^ 
future retribution in rewards and punishments. The corfo ' 
trary is in evidence, and I assert it without the least fear of 
contradiction, that what the heathen knew of a future state, 
they received directly, or indirectly, from divine revelation, 
ihe same source originally as did the Jews, li is true, that ^ 
all the lieathen had very imperfect ideas on this subject, and 
dnsny were their inventions and additions, but the idea sim- 
tfiy was from a divine source. Here then we see, that the 
Seventy faithfully translated S/ieolin the Hebrew by ffadeg 
in the Greek. If they had known that Sheol meant onlf 
the grave, the place of the dead, and not the future world, 
dicy would have chosen some other term suited to llje 
grave or place of the dead, and not Hades, the state and do- 
mains of the living. We sec farther, that the Jews did 
know, and that very well, that Sheol was the future stale, 
and that also the slate of the departed in Sheol was a state 
of retribution. The Inquiry says, "No such idea seems 
to be conveyed in the Old Testament by the word Sheol." ' 
He tells us in another place that Sheol or Hades means 
". nmplt/ the state of the dead," without any regard to their 
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case in a moral point of view. Again, he says, " It denotes 
only what was secret or concealed." Here Mr. B— 's sen- 
timents and Interpretations contradict one another. If Shepl 
mean simply the state of the dead without any regard to 
their moral condition, as lie sajs it does, then it does not 
denote also their condition in the invisible world, the state 
he denominates "secret or concealed;" both cannot be 
true. But llie fact is the Hebrew scriptures do represent, 
by a variety of phraseology, a future stale of retribution : 
our text, the former part of it, has been offered as an ex- 
ample. Isaiah (xiv.) in the strongest language sets before 
us the condition of men in the future world— in Hades tooi 
* The dead are stirred up — even all the chief ones of the 
earth — all the kings of the nations are raised up from their 
thrones.' Here is an exhibition of the living — not of dead 
corpses : tlie language is highly figurative, but it is a repre- 
sentation of a moral scene in the spiritual world; and there- 
fore the language must be figurative. What know we, of 
the spiritual or moral v.'orld, but as it is brought down to our 
comprehension by apt and common similies? 

When I began to write on this controversy, I had read 
the " Inquiry" through with thought and care ; many sec* 
tions and passages I had considered again and agaiat tile 
result was, that I was almost persuaded Mr. B-^ had the 
truth in great measure on his side, in regard to the real and 
doctrinal application of Sheol and Hades. I was rather dis- 
posed to think that little could be proved of future retribu- 
tion from the state of men in Sheol or Hades. But having, 
in the course of these exercises, been caJltd more minutely' 
and carefully to examine the arguments and methods of 
argument adopted in the " Inquiry," I have been prevented 
from settling down upon such a conviction. What there- 
fore may appear in the foregoing, as inclining to Mr. B— *s 
scheme in regard to Sheol and Hades, must be taken by 
my hearers with many grains of allowance, only as the gra- 
tuitous concessioas of a candid and inquiring nitnd. Upon 
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OTing more ftilly, In this discourse, into our author's 
theory, I have discovered the very sandy foundation on 
which this whole fabric is reared, Sheol, I perceive, is ve- 
ry seldom used in direct application to the grave as the 
place oft/ie dead, and almost always in relation to the future 
world, the state and condition oj departed spirits. And in 
this state too, I observe that God particularly shows his in- 
dignation to sinners — here it is that I find a righteous re- , 
tribution ' the wicked is driven away in his wickedness;' 
he goes into the future state, into the concealment of Sheol, 
laden with his iniquities, for ' his works follow him ;' ' but 
the righteous hath hope in his death ;' he enters on the fu- 
ture state with the hope of a blissful immortality, and his 
works follow him too ; for every one shall receive accord- 
ing to what iie hath done whether it be good or bad. 

There is another thing also very plainly to be seen, name- I 
ly, That the doctrine of future retribution was not taught i 
the Jews by the heathen, as our Inquirer boldly asserts it 
was i bnt the heathen learnt it of the Jews, from the He- 
brew scriptures, the only source of divine knowledge. We 
are now prepared to say, that Mr. B — might have spared 
himself the trouble of writing more than nine tentlis of aU 
that matter he has gathered from the Apocrypha and Tar^ \ 
gums. There is but one good end, that I can see, gained ] 
by all this research in these uninspired writings, and that « i 
directly opposed lo the object aimed at by our author. Mr. 
B— - has given us, in many a lengthy detail, proofs irre*- ] 
fragable, that the Jews of Apocryphal date, had learnt the 1 
doctrine of retribution from their own inspired scripturefb 1 
For as soon as tlie inspired canon is closed, and the vision 
of tfie Almighty cease, the scribes and teachers of the law 
write and deliver discourses and comments, glossaries and 
paraphrases upon the Holy Volume : in these treatises, call 
them Apocrypha or Targum, or what else you please, they 
never contend for the doctrine of future retribution, the doc- 
trioe is Ifiken for giantedi as & doctrine of divine reveUtiw 
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found in the law and the prophets. There is one Apoery- 
phal Book, at which our author has scarcely gljnced, a pas- 
sdge of which has been sanctified by an inspired quotation, 
to which I must refer ; it is The Prophecy of Enoch. The 
sacred passage is in Jude's Epistle, quoted in our foregoing 
lecture, with another passage from the test of the same 
book. From this book, wiiether it be genuine, as a whole, 
or spurious, forged or corrupted, mutilated or outraged, 
we leam what were the ideas of the Jews, in Apocryphal 
times, on the subject of a future state, as a state of rewards 
and punishments. The languag;e on the subject of future 
punishment is much more expressive and distinct than any 
that I have observed in those jjassages referred to bv tlie In- 
quirer in the books of Esdras, Tobit, Wisdom, Ecclesias- 
ticus, 8tc. In these books Hades is represented in terras 
very similar to the terms ^f/i(?r«//;/ used by the prophets; 
but the terms of description in Enoch resemble those strong- 
er and more parfic«/ar terms iised by the sacred writers t 
such as ia Moses, ' A 6re is kindled in mine anger, and 
shall burn to the lowest Hell;' or in Isaiah, • Who can 
dwell with everlasting burnings,' with some other similar 
passages : Enoch has many such. But we mean to ofier 
this for no more than it is worth : it only shows us that the 
Jews at the time this book was written, or received, believ- 
ed in the future punishment of the wicked. This book, 
however, has something to recommend it which the others 
have not. One passage in it is by inspiration sanctioned io 
the New Testament, and ascribed to Enoch the seventli 
from Adam. This passage is pronounced />r(t/)Arfic, and is 
called in to confirm the doctrine of a future state, and a fui- 
tiire retribution to the wicked. These circumstances alooe 
give some additional importance to the whole of the boot^ 
but more especially to all those texts which are in accord- 
ance with that one cited by the divinely inspired Jude. 

On Apocryphal times I must be permitted to remark 
ancc more. Whatever mi^ttuve been the unity^ ^ tdm 
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feiih publicly professed by the Jews, during the days of' 
their inspired prophets, one thing is very clear, from theii^ ■ 
undoubted history, that, during that time which comes itt I 
between Maladii and Jesus, the Jewish chnrch had split in^ 
to two theological parties ; and these two parties, with theit I 
respective faiths, will very much assist in our discussion^ 
As the vision of heaven ceased, learned men began to speo 
ulate. Some fertile minds added to God's written word^ 
and a load of superstition and error succeeded. At thi% 
some, more reasonable souls took disgust, but then, rui^ 
into the opposite extreme and denied a great part of the in* ' 
apired testimony. They philosophised upon die volume of 
revelation, till it became with them a conviction, that th(^ 
scriptures revealed no spiritual world, nor any spiritual agen^ 
cy or existence but Deity : they could of course see iic^ 
future state of rewards and punishments; man could havq. 
no immortil part, there could be no resurrection — all wa^ 
material except God, and all, as far as it respected man,- 
would end in this present state. They cultivated virtue upof^ 
a principle of disinterested benevolence, without hope, witb^y 
out fear. When this party of free thinkers grew intoasect^ I 
they were denominated Sadducees adei Sadoc,six\d tobetheicj 
leader. The former sect were denominated Pharisees f| 
both these occupy a prominent station in the Jewish churchy J 
in the time of our Saviour. The Pharisees, whatever migl^^ | 
have been their superstition, and however they might hav^ 
neutralized much of the divine testimony by vain traditionS|f 
were, notwithstanding, believers in the great essentials p^ 
the Jewish faith. But almost all of these essentials the Sadt) 
ducees denied. When our Saviour opened his ministry, 
and asserted the doctrines of Moses and the Prophets, tl^ 
Pharisees were reproved for their superstition, but applaud* 
cd for their Jaitli. Tiie Sadducees were condemned altQ^ j 
gether for their infidelity^ and scepticism : the article of ibi^ 
Eutare State is the particular on which Jesus pronounces 
^pai both ignorant aiul ttogodly ; ' Ye do err (said he 19, 
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them,) not knowing the scriptures and the power of God/ 
Reviewing^ the faith, or rather the unbelief of the Sadducees, 
we cannot but be struck with the similarity of their sys- 
tem and Mr. Balfour's. Much, if not all our author has 
written on the Apocryphal age, seems designed to bring 
Sadducecism into credit, in opposition to scripture, and the 
power of God. Ignorance of the future state was the sub- 
ject of boast with the Sadducees, and there is much of the 
same with the *' Inquiry." Here we shall slay our remarks 
upon Apocryphas and Targuras, and proceed from the Old 
Testament to the New. As we take our leave of the Old 
Testament ground, we carry with us a soHd conviction, 
that the doctrine of future punishment was declared in the 
Law and the Prophets ; and that Sheol or Hades, as the 
invisible state, is the state of future retribution to all tbaC 
do wickedly and forget God. 

It now remains that we enter upon New TestaiWcftf 
ground^ground consecrated by the name of our Lord 
Jesus Christ. The latter part of our test demonstrates to' 
every unprejudiced mind what were the Jewish inspired^ 
views of Sheol or Hades. But the view of Hades, as given 
in this passage, does not come suddenly upon the reader of 
the New Testament. The doctrine of a future retribution 
is preached by John the Baptist, the Saviour's foreninner ; 
he takes up the subject as left him by Malachi, the last wri. 
ter of the Old dispensation, and so John carries forward in 
hia ministry, the solemn truth till he gives up his mission 
to Christ. Christ, the last and greatest messenger, com- 
missioned from the court of heaven, reiterates, but in 
stronger' terms, and with additional tropes of terror, dW' 
doctriTie of future retribution. These we shall notice under- 
their proper bead ; but the parable of the rich man falls un- 
der this article. ' There was a certain rich man which was 
clothed in purple and fine linen, and fared sumptuously 
every day. And there was a certain beggar named Lazarus, 
which was laid at Us gate full of sorea. And desiring to be 
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and with the crumbs which fell from the rich man's table : 
moreover the dogs came and licked his sores. And it came ■ 
to pass that the bfggar died, and was carried by the angelS I 
into Abraham's bosom : the rich man also died, and was bff- | 
Tied: and in Hell (Hades) he lifted up his eyes, being in 
torments, and seeth Abraham afar off, and Lazarus in his i 
bosom.' We have here before us what has been called J 
a PARABLE. Our Divine Teacher very frequently spokb J 
to the people in the use of such a Ggure of speech. Man^ I 
things Jesus taught in parables; but generally, I believ(^ 1 
he tauglit principally one thing only in each parable ; yet \ 
the whole parable, as a figure, is made up of circumstan- 1 
tial parts probable or real ; at least our S^iviour's parable* i 
are ; in the Old Testament some are otherwise ; but J 
Christ's are, I think, all very natural and evidently gatheri 1 
ed from circumstances within the reach of our own cort> 1 
ception or imagination. Yet there must be some allowance ] 
made for the peculiar case the parable is called in to assist^ 
if the case be between man and man, or within our visibli j 
and material world, things with which we are familiar wilt' j 
be selected : but if the case be a more moral one or bcjf j 
longing to spiritual, or, as our Lord says, ' heavenly*- J 
things,' then the figures will be gathered from circumstanJ -j 
ces of a more spiritual character, such as we can only know*- A 
by revelation. Let us apply these remarks. The parabl^ j 
of the Good Samaritan, of the Prodigal Son, and of thrf' 1 
Ten Virgins, might have been real history ; all the circuiii-^ I 
stances come within our experience. The Sower, and the? 
Tares of the Field, are all probable, and almost, if not all thtf I 
circumstances, are applied by Christ to the case he has ttf 
establish. The parable of the RicK Man and Lazarus ii* 
furnished with imagery from both worlds, the visible an# j 
the invisible, this and the future. The object of the para*' J 
ble is evidently to inculcate implicit faith in revelation. In' \ 
order to this the Saviour represents a sensual sinner, a racre^ 
man of this world, driven away in his wickedness ; in thb 
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state of retribution tiie sinner finds, too late, the sad conse- 
quences of his infidelity and sensualiiy ; he implores conir 
piission, but in vain; he then abandons himself to despair, 
but prays that hib kindred, yet living, may be warned and 
persuaded by motives more powerful than those himself re- 
sisted, lest they likewise should die in their sins : but here 
also be fails, and is told that faith in what God has already 
revealed is required, by which alone men can escape future 
punishment : God lias furnished a sovereign remedy ; if 
men fail to embrace this they perish. This appears to me 
to be the sense and application of tlie parable j and all the 
imagery is in unison. 

Before we take a view of Mr. B — 's sentiments on this 
parable, let us look at it a htlle more distinctly ourselves. 
This parable is not so circumstaniiuUy introduced as some 
others are; the time and the occasion, however, may be 
gathered from what goes before in the narrative. The per- 
sona present were Pharisees ; in his discourse, at thiii time, 
he bad touched upon their particular propensities, especially 
their worldlinessund love of gain. Their rejection of John 
Baptist too, was a subject of reflection — for aUhough John 
had wrought no miracle, yet 'he was a burning and a shining 
light:' (Matt. xL i2, 13,^ the spirit and power of Elias 
attended his ministry ; but these worldly Pharisees 'rejected 
the counsel of God against themselv^es, being not baptized 
of him.' (Luke vii. 30.^ These reflections the Pharisees 
heard with indignation, and derided the blessed Jesus, in- 
stead of submitting to him, which was adding to all their 
former guilt. A sign too they demanded, for as Jesus had 
dealt so severely wiih them, and, as they thought, had as- 
Bumed so much, tliey would know by what authority he 
did such things; but as to any sigii, or exhibition of cora- 
mission, he would offer none, except what already had ap- 
peared, the word of God — the infallible testimony — the 
La.w, one tittle of which could not fail. These things he 
lu'ged upon the superstitious and worldly Pharisees, and 
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•Oder these circumstances he introduced the paraWe now 
to be considered ; and \ve shall see at or«:e its adaptation to 
these cases. The (principal object of this parable, as we 
have seen, is to show and to enforce the stiEciericy of di-^ 
vine revelation, to reprove those Jews who, in the true spirit I 
of an ungodly world, would run all risks so that thej- mi^ip I 
gratify their sensual and sordid appetites. Here, then, il' [ 
the picture drawn of a ' son of Abraham' — ' a rich man^* ' 
well clothed and well fed, lite another rich man of whoMi 
Jesus tells us in another place, so full and so rich, tb4l , 
he forgot not only his own original, hut all the po<K 
he Iiad left behind; he had 'much laid up for many 
years,' and was quite independent, and he had no doubt 
Jjut he should live to enjoy it. The prophets do* I 
ibe many such Jews, 'sons of Abraham,' and 'soak ] 
Aaron,' wallowing in the emoluments of office, without 
any regard to the day of accounts. To set this man's 
character in a stronger light, he is brought into contact 
with a poor man, * a beggar full of sores, laid at the rich 
man's gale, desiring to be fed with the crumbs that fell 
from the' daily replenished table. Nothing is said as to 
the morals of these two men, the rich man and the beggar; 
their characters respectively seem to be modelled upon theb 
outward condition ; 'the rich man' is sensual, self-imporlanj^ 
proud, neglectful of the lowly.^The other is submissive, 
suppliant, content, humble. Pride and humility you know, 
go a great way in the formation of men's moral characters. 
The drama proceeds, and more is depicted than the ' tragic 
muse* can inspire. These two men depart this world ; the 
poor man first, he falls a sacrifice to poverty and neglect. 
Into what grave he descended, we know not; nothing is 
said of his funeral; but his immortal spirit is carried by 
heaven appointed messengers to the society of Patriarchs, 
to sit at the same table as Abraham, to recline on Abra- 
ham's bosotn. — " The rich man also died and was buried, 
where ? in Hades ? No, not in Hades, for we shall find him 
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■ there presently alive, not a corpse. If he was buried, Hi 
prehcnd it was his dead body, and that litcniUy in a gravci" 
in a monumental tomb — sepulchnim, monumentum. What 
follows ? ' And in Hell, in Hades, he lifted up his eyes, be- 
ing in torments :' not the eyes of his pampertd carcase, 
these were sealed up in the darkness of death, till the heav- 
ens be no more. Here the parable opens to us the future 
state— Hades, the world of spirits. Here are the two men, 
but one is 'comforted' the other is 'tormented.' I shall 
not dilate upon the strong, figurative language, here rt^pre- 
senting the misery of the sufferer, only that his condition ia 
this future state was so widely different from that of the 
other man, that there could be no fellowship between the 
condition of the one, and that of the other. Lazarus could 
perform no office by which to assuage the rich man's afBic- 
tion — a great gulph separates them, so that they area great 
way apart. ' Besides all this,' there is no appointed way- 
back to the visible slate, to this world ; no messengers from 
the dead to the living; no warnings from the future state to 
the firesent. Here they have God's word, and if men would 
have everlasting life, they must believe it, and live in the 
practice of it, or go to the unseen world, to know that the 
* jealousy' of an offended God ' is as cruel as the grave ; the 
coals thereof are coals of fire which hath a most vehement 
Same.' 

By this parable, I apprehend that our Saviour intended 
to give us some distinct and correct views of the future 
state ; and that, especially, as a future state of happiness is 
connected with faith in God and conformity to his revealed 
will J and so he has given us a view of the character and 
condition severally of such as fear God and serve him, and 
such as fear and serve him not. It comes exactly to the 
point at which we commenced this discourse : ' The wick- 
ed is driven dway in his wickedness, but the righteous hath 
hope in his death.' But Mr. Balfour tells us that thu is ait 
a parable, and ihntxeryVatk, if any thing, of the future sWt 
of saca can be gathered from it. 





"Mr. B — begins his remarks upon this passage of scrip- 
ture by telling us very honesily and *' frankly," tliat he has 
before him a very difficult task in making it appear, that here 
is no revelation of a future state of misery ; for he admits 
that the parable must in its natural eflect produce such an 
impression ; to remove which impression he has to labour 
hard and long, which we shall see. He concedes at the out- 
set thus, " It is frankly admitted, that this (parable) looks 
"very plausible in establishing a place of future misery." 
This is very candid and fair, not only for what he admits,' 
but from the selection of terms, he says, " it is plausible in 
establishingyj/ff/re misery :" this is not only candid, but 
just ; he keeps to his own taken ground, and if he wouU 
keep himself vviihin these bounds he would save both him- 
self and us from a great deal of trouble, himself from yK^anr,^ 
and us from present trouble. But there is no holding Mr. 
B — to any such point, for soon after the commencement, h6 
turns to the old device of confounding future with eternal^ 
and what is still worse, and less logical, argues that Hades' 
cannot be a place oi future misery, because it is not declar- 
cd to be a place of eternal misery. Now this is very incon- 
clusive. I might prove that it is not a state of future misery,' 
which would involve the proof that it is not a state of eter- 
nal misery : but the crossing of this argument is a mere' 
sophism — Mr, B — arranges his objections to this parable'^ 
being considered as proof of a state of misery under several 
heads, he says 

(45.) " 1st. Let it be noticed, that the rich man is not rC- 
" presented as in Gehenna, but in Hades. It is contended hf i 
" Dr. Campbell and others, that Gehenna, not Hades, is the 
" place of endless misery for the wicked, and thai the puni 
*'ishment of Gehenna does not take place till after the r^ 
^jBsurrection of the dead ; yea, it is contended, that Hadei^ j 
Hittfae place in which the rich man is here said to be, is to be | 
"^destroyed. — It is very evident then, that %vhoever con- 
" lends for this person's being actually in a place of tor- 



S2 LECttTHE ir. 

" ment, must allow that it is not to be of endless duratia 
I break in here upon the quotation just to ask why Mr. B-^' 
brings in Dr. Campbell herewith his view of Gehenna? 
Suppose Dr. C — had thonght that Edinburgh, or London, 
or Boston was the place of endless misery for the wicked, 
what would that have argued upon this statement of 
our Lord in the parable before us? we have no contest in 
this discussion with Dr. C — upon Gehenna, or any other 
place. -Hades, the future state, exhibits this sufferer ; let 
our author deny this in a straight forward way, without 
calling in the assistance of Dr. Campbell, This the Inquir- 
er does not do, but proceeds to argue farther under the 
same head; (45) "■ But if t\ns h only a supposed person, I 
" ask those who may differ from me, to prove that the per- 
" son is a real being. If they advocate the torment to be a re- 
'^ality, they ought first to prove, the person tormented in 
" Hades to be not a parabolical person, before they draw the 
"conclusion that the torment is not a parabolical torment. 
" The first must be proved, before the last can be admitted ; 
" for a person must exist before he can be tormented in any 
"place. If the person mentioned is a real being, and the 
" torment he complains of a reality, and not & fictitious or 
"parabolical representation, we have a right to demand why 
" every thing in this account, is not considered a narrative 
'* of facts, and not a parable ?'' I cannot help expressing my 
surprise lure at Mr. B — 's *' demands" — surely this par- 
able must exceedingly embarass him, or he would not be 
BO lost to all sense of propriety, — " Demand" of me to 
■prove an admitted ^ction to be real history! And where- 
fore this "demand?" Why, he says, I must prove the his- 
toric verity of the rich man as a real being, in opposition to 
his being a parabolic person, and I must prove the locality of 
Hades, and the reality of torments there, in opposition to 
the scene being a fictitious or parabolical representation, or 
else it cannot be proved that the future invisible i 
Hades, is a state of retribution, a sutc of rewards and 1 
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ishments. Our Inquirer deserves some reprehension fon 
making this, I must say, preposbrous demand ; prepo^fl 
tcrous truly, to require of us to prove iliat, that which » 
taken for granted to be a fiction, is a real history, "a narr^fl 
live of facts, and not a parable." And since Mr. B — h^l 
made this " demand" with so much confidence and so iroM 
peralivcly, and requires it of us in order to our establishii^B 
the ground we have taken, we shall show our author, atJB 
tliis audience too, that it is much less difficult for us til 
prove this representation of the Rich Man and Lazarus, t^ 
be a real history, than it is for Mr. B — to prove it only fl 
parable : and we do in solemn tone call upon him for hin 
proofs in favour of this being ajtction.- and here also wm 
recal all our grants heretofore made allowing this to be aparoM 
hie, and insist upon our author's proving this to be a paroM 
ble. Many of our Lord's discourses are introduced aspar<a 
ables, thus, ' He put forth a parable' — ' And he spake J 
parable unto them' — ' Another parable ptit he forth'— 'Hca« 
the purable of the sower,' and so on, very frequently ; bud 
docs he, or his historian say or intimate, in any shape, thajfl 
the Rich Man and Lazarus is a parable ? Is it said, by wajfl 
of introducing it, ' Hear this parable — or this parable spake" 
he to them ?' Not a word in holy writ about this being a 
parable. But Mr. B — has to prove this a parable, btfore 
he asserts again, as he has done already, with so much con- 
fidence, that punishment in Hades occurs but once in the 
New Testament, and that only in a parable. It will be in 
vain for him to quote Campbell, or Doddridge, or Chap- 
man, or any other uninspired authority, or, that we have 
admitted it, as almost every one besides has done, and there- 
fore it must be taken for granted. No, sirs, ^ve will not 
take it for granted, we will rather deny it, and that too in 
the face of any commentator and writer under heaven — in 
the face of every being in the universe, except Jesus Christ, 
and when he informs us that it is a parable a mere Jiction, 
and that altogether it was not designed to give any light upon 
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a future state, then we bow : but as the letter of the New 
Testament now stands Mr. B — may read it till his eyes 
grow dim with age, to use his own words in another case, 
before he will find, that punishment in Hades is all a parable, 
all a fiction. 

Many more of our author's remarks upon this parable^ 
as he has presumingly called it, might be set beforeyou for 
examination, but it would be of little account, tor they are 
most of them of apiece with those already quoted ; assump- 
tions, irrelevancies, specimens of unbelief : of the latter, spe- 
cimens of unbelief, I shall notice only one. Mr. B — refuses 
to admit the doctrine contended for, as taught in this pas- 
sage of holy writ, because Jesus, he says, has only declared 
it once, and that in a parable, (54-) As to the parable we 
have done with that ; but Jesus has said It only once ! and 
we add now in a history too, a history which he alone could 
unfold, and he is not to be believed ! — well, then, I have 
done ; it will be in vain to argue with a man out of the 
scriptures when he denies them. This procedure of Mr. 
B — is too awful for reasoning; I pray the Lord to give 
him a more perfect understanding in this way. Here I could 
almost piTsuade myself to arrest the discussion, but as we 
are pledged to proei;ed, the subject shall be resumed in due 
course. Gehenna punishment will be our next topic, 

' Moreover the word of the Lord came unto me saying, 
son of man set thy face toward the south, and drop thy word 
toward the south, and prophesy against the foiest of the 
south field; and say to the forest of the south, Hi-ar the 
word of the Lord : Thus saith the Lord God ; Behold I 
will kindle a fire in thee, and it shall devour every green 
tree in thee, and every dry tree ; the flaming flame shall not 
be quenched, and all faces from the south to the nonh shall 
be burned therein. And all flesh shall see that I the Lord 
have kindled it: it shall not be quenched. Then s^iid I, 
Ah Lord God ! they say of me, Doth he not speak para- 
bles V 
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Punishment in a Future State farther considered. 



V£VAR NOT THVM WHICH SILL THK BQDTi BUT ARE HOT ABLB TO 
KILL THE SOUL : BUT RATHER VBAR HIM WHICH i;i ABLE TO 
DESTROY BOTH SOUL AND BODY IN HELL. (Tuna.) — MatthtW X. 28. 

2%ts saine passage is recorded by Luke thus, 

Bifi HOT AFRAID OF THEM THAT KILL THE BODY, AND AFTER THAT, 

HATB mo MORE THAT THEY OAN DO, BUT I WILL PORBWARIT 

- TOU WHOM YE SHALL FEAR : FEAR HIM9 WHICH, AFTER HE HATH 

HILLEDy HATH POWER TO CAST INTO HELL (rfDrCt) ; YEA, I SAY 

UNTO YOU, FEAR HIM.— jLttA:e lil. 4ff 5. 

In the discussion of any impol^CAht subject, gt*eat care 
should be taken in selecting words and phrases the most 
applicable and univocal. The great care required here 
proves the difficulty of the case ; and this difficulty too, will 
be found to increase as the subject to be treated approaches 
religion. The history of language would be difficult to 
trace ; how words were first formed, no words, now, caii 
distinctly express : but some how or other, they have de- 
rived a ifcind of constitution from the things for which they 
stand. The word, whether uttered by the human voice, or 
.•nscribed by the hand, presents at once, to the mind address- 
ed, the very thing to which it relates. Thus it is, more 
particularly, as it regards things-— things visible — things of- 
fered to the senses ; but not so as it regards ideas — things 
of state and condition rather than things of place and of ob- 
servatioin. Precision and distinctness here are what we con- 
tend for : and the want of this, on the part of Mr. Balfour, 
is a circumstance we lament; the inconvenience arising 
from this is felt more and more the farther we go in his 
book. I would not diai^ our author with disingenuous- 
ness, nor would I say that he betrays a want of confidence 
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in his o\vii ilieory ; neither woulj I say, with the Reviewer 
in the Christian Refiosieor^, that there appears '" a studied 
silence" on any poiiic on which he has pledged himself to 
speak. But he most certainly bts exposed himsieif to re- 
fltction on this head, as we have seen and endcaMHued to 
show more thun once before. Sbeol or Hades, translated 
Hell, Mr. B — saj s " means the grave or state of the dead'* 
— " simply the state of the dead." Now he does not tell us 
distinctly what he means by the single term, grave ; he tells 
lis distinctly enough what he thinks it does not mean, but 
what it does mean he does not so distinctly ttU us : hence 
we are led to ask, whetlicr by grave he means the burying 
place of the body, or the state of the departed spirit ? fpr he 
says, " the grave or sjate of the dead :" but the local grave 
zad state of the dead, or departed persons, is very different. 
Our author certainly does very often s|)ealc of Sheol, Hades, 
or Grave as the place of the dead, the dead body ; (and we 
admit that there is an application of these terms to the plapc 
of the dead) and also Mr. B — speaks of this place for jhe 
dead in argument against punishment after death : the grave* 
he says, is not a place of punishment — he does not iqereljr 
say, lliat the grave, as a term, does not mean misery or pun- 
ishment, but that it is not a place or condition in which a 
man can be punished ; he labours, with more pains than vn 
needful, to prove, that the grave, the place of the dead bodj;, 
is not a condition of punishment, because we c»i see .tliat it 
is not ailjipted to such a purpose. But then he blen(fs tlus 
grave, the place of the mortal flesh, with Hades, the state 
of the immortal spirit, " the grave or st^te of the dead." £ut 
Mr. B — 's grave, and state of the dead cannot be the .same 
thing. He seems to have no distinct ideas upon the separate 
character of/i/owand state. But we do not intend to have 
things left in this idle, floating, vacillating way. The graoa, 
tlie place of the dead body, is a part of this visible world ; 
.the state of the departed is in the i/ivisible world i Hades, is 
the unseen, future condition of man. 
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liif^ to some point on this article, it will be neces-" 
sarv to brinf;^ out into full view our author's declared Idi-as 
on the question oi state zn^ place. Mr. B — speaks thus — 
(395) " It has been objected to my views, — that by Gt-hen- 
*' na, a state and not a place of future endless pnnish- 
tnent is intended, and that Ihave dwelt too much on the id('a 
its being a place. In reply to this (olijecidn) we ob- 
'•"scrve— 1st. That Ixfore this objection isur^ed iigairtst me, 
"sHch as hold to the doctrine of endless misery, ought to 
" give up speaking of it as a place of punishment. It is al- 
*' ways reprosenlcd as a place, in wrilinij, in pfciiching;, and 
*' in conversation. Let rhi- writer or preacher be named, 
•• who does not speak 'jf it as a place but as a siiite. Dr. 
"Campbell, KdwHrds, and all other writers that I hiive ever 
"seen or heard of. invari;.bly spe;ik of it as a plaCc." This 
quotation, though brief, is an entire and complete sentence, 
id is sufficient lo show us two or three things. We see 
Th;it our author himself has no distinct ideas on the 
larate qudlities of state and place, and he is so cmbarras3- 
with the anticipated demand for distinction here, that he 
luld persuade us that we have no distinct ideas on the 
fivo cases ourselves. But this only shows us secondly. His 
difficulty, not our's. He is in such a strait, that, in order 
to divert our attention from him, in his turmoil, he points 
us to Gehenna, to Dr. Campbell, to Edwards, lo all other 
■writers and preachers that he has ever seen or lieatd of. 
Well, we look to these authors and preachers, atidfind them 
embarrassed like Mr. B — or not embarrassed, no matter 
which, but it does not relieve him ; he is embarrassed still, 
and so he prepares another way of escape. He says, that 
"before this objection is urged against (him,) such as hold 
to the doctrine of endless misery, ought to give up speak- 
ing of it as a ^/ate of punishment." But we ask why 
Tr. B— makes this demand upon those who hold to end- 
^tett punishment, and not upon those who hold wiih future 
putlishment? for they both must give it up if either does i 
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and supposcthey both agree lo give it up, or declare tliat 
they never contended for this locality of punishment, will 
our Inquirer give it up ? Observe, we are not begging of 
Mr. B — we do not ask liim to give it up to help us out of 
a difficulty, and then promise, in return, to give it up our- 
selves to relieve him j no ; we do not hold by it, we never 
did, and we intend to beat him off it too, or, if he will bold 
on, we will endea\our to show him that it is an argument 
no stronger than a spider's web. We see thirdly, from this 
quotation, that Mr. B — cannot manage his " Inquiry" un- 
less he be permitted to localize and materialize spiritual 
things. Sheol means the grave : now the grave is not a 
place of endless misery, therefore there is no future state irf 
miser)' : thus argues Mr. B — and so with Hades. We 
shall have Gehenna before us presently ; it has already ap- 
peared, and what is the argument ? Why, Gehenna cim bo 
lociilized, nay it is a place, and a place of suffering too; but 
only of temporal suffering, suffering in the Imdtj ; therefore 
there can be no state of suffering in amj future world. Thus 
argues tlie " Inquiry," but it is without conclusion, '^n^i 
Mr. B — however is so scl upon having a local &Ui- tf" 
any, that he will know why and wherefore we will not have 
it so. He inquires thus, (396) " We should feel oblig- 
".ed to the persons, who wish to abandon the word place, 
" to describe to us what they mean by this state, and the 
" endless (future) punishment in this state, witlioul any 
" idea of.place. We hope they will be kind enough to "in* 
" form us also, why they wish to shift their ground from 
"place lo state, and whether this is coming nearer to the 
" scripture made of speaking of their doctrine ; or, is it Mith 
"a view to perplex the suhject, and wave t/te argument urg- 
" ed against it ? Men who would lay aside the good old 
"roay of speaking ol Hell must have some reasons for do* 
" ing thi*: we wish to know them." You still see that 
this'idea oi state, in distinction itom place, is exceedingtjr 
eiMbarrnssing, nay, offensive lo our author, he hardly treaW- 



LECTTRE V. 



us with respect, he demands an expkination in a taunting 
way. However we will give him, to the best of our abili- 
ty, a courteous answer. We reply, 1st. That to speak rf 
the future world as a state is more congenial with the 
subject than to represent man^s spiritual existence 3nd con* 
dition by a place. And 2d. It is coming nearer to the 
scnplure mode of speaking to the ductnne. Sheol is not re* 
presented in scripture so much the place as the state of the 
departed. Hades, tlie Greek rendering of Sheol, is the in- 
visible state: if it were a pkce merely we should see it, but 
it is uniibrmly represented as the state concealed from mor- 
tal eye. 3d. Instead oi'/ier/i/i?xirig- the subject, and evad- 
ing the argument, as Mr. B — tauntingly insinuates we 
wotild do, we resort to these terms in contradistinction ex- 
pressly to meet the argument, and to meet it fairly without 
perplexing it as Mr. B — himself is so manifestly doing 
continually, and particularly now in shifting and evading 
this very logical definition. And we do now, most courte- 
ously, confer the obligation on Mr. B — he so triumphantly 
demands, by describing to him what we mean by this 
STATE, and the /««"iAmi?n( in this state, apart from the 
idea oi place. By place then we mean alt thitt space which 
18 capable of receiving material objects, objects of sense : 
a^pace extending from the earth's centre to its surface and 
as far beyond as the eye can reach assisted or unassisted; 
beyond this is to us the mihtown but not the invisible worldfc'l 
for though it be out of our sphere of vision, it may be witb^ 1 
ill the view of creatures placed by the Great Creator for obi 
servation and discovery there. We do not apply Mate td 
thia vnde range of materiality, for though the creatures S4) 1 
existii^ may be in a great variety of condition and stat«l 
too, yet Mr. B^ would himself, as we do, institute a di»^ , 
tinclion between the mere locality of these creatures, and* 
their peculiar qualities and conditions. I am sorry to 6eA * 
in such truisms, and so trifle with this audience t but Mr.. 
B— demands it, ^vc must therefore proceed to illustrate. 
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And if he will attend us, we will resort to a scene, in which 
we have attended him once berore, particularly in our form-' 
«r lecture. The scene is in the Saviour's description of 
the Rich Man and L-jzarus. 'And it came to jrass that th& 
beggar died ;' it is not said that he was buried, he might' 
have died at the Rich Man's gate; be that as it may, there 
is no more place found for him after the disposal of his 
poor, diseased and woe-worn carcase. ' He is carried by 
angels to Abraham's bosom ;' here state commences in our 
view of him; nothing /oco/ in this part of the scene; the 
place, really occupied by Abraham's body, was in the cave 
oi Machpela, in the field of Ephron, but the society of 
Abraham was in ihe future invisible state. So the Rich. 
Man, he died and was burled, his body was placed in the 
tomb, and there place ends with him, the neJit we hear of 
him is, ' In Hell he lifted up his eyes being in torments*— 
in Hades. What/i/ace was this? We ask our Inquirer,- 
docs he know the /t/ff(:c(>ihercof? It was not in Sheol m 
Hades, meaning literally the burying place or tomb, but in 
Hades — the invisible place .• a place which no mortal ej-e 
hath seen or can see resolves itself into st*te. Statesofar 
as it applies to the tomb, is negative ; the body of the rich 
man was in a state of insensibility in the tomb, but his 
spiritual part is in a positive state in Hadei, 'in toK 
ments.' Lazarus was in a state of happiness, and the other 
iti a state of misery. But after all this attempt, on our part,' 
to be clear and expressive on this subject, we are aware of 
Mr. B — 's objection ; we have it in various forms, it a- 
mounts tb this. ' Jfyou would have the future condition qf 
men to be in state rather than in place, why do you not ahtm/t- 
use a langnage suited to the description of a state rather tfum 
to that of a place ;' Such an objection is unreasonable* 
That which is purely spiritual or mental cannot be describ- 
ed in language spiritual or mental, the human faculty of 
speech cannot frame such words ; things spiritual must be 
dtscdbed by things natural and visible ; an appeal must b» 



LECTtmE y. 



jCftftde to the senses, or thoughts cannot be communicated. 
The Blessed Jesus, the Wisdom of God, who came down 
from heaven, who only knew God, could not communicate, 
one spiritual thought or idea without a language {igurqc 
froni sensible objects in this material world : hence his pEir^ j 
ables and the selection of apt histories and customs : hencQl 
tlie Rich Man and Lazarus, and the view he gives us a|B | 
tliese two men in both worlds, in both states, is in languag^i J 
descriptive of sensible things and visible objects. I woivs.1 
der therefore Mr. B — should have ventured a course of ai^r 1 
guing on STATE and place in the way he has done ; >t i% I 
a kind of reasoning u'hich can have no weight, but vvit^^'l 
persons, who through ignorance, weakness orprtjudice, i 
prepared to receive any thing. In rcviewhig Mr. B — ?<1 
reasonings on the 2tich Man and Lazarus with those on 
state and place I have at times been almost persuaded to be.- 
lieve him not sincere; I have really almost thought that he 
was laying a snare for his reader* aiul only intended to 
show the credulity of the human mind in proposing the 
most palpable sophisms for anti-retributionists to receive 
and thereby expose their system to defeat and contempt^ 
But still 1 cannot settle down upon a conviction that suctt 
a man as our, author would write 450 pages, and intersperse 
liiem with ^ much seriousness, merely to satirize the wealc^ 
oc the wicked. We are averse to this conviction also, aft 
ive have much more of the same argumentaiion to review, 
in the next article to be considered, namely, Gehenna- 

rUNISHMBNT. 

Here, then, we premise that, as we enter upon an exam- 
ination of this phrase, Gehenna^ its origin, meaning, and ap- 
plication, we do so under very different impressions and 
prejudices from tt\0!.e with which Mr. B;ilfour enters upon 
its examination ; hence the results are likely to be dissimi- 
lar. He thinks that in the constituiion of the universe there 
is no place or state of punishment fur the wicked i that no*, 
Uung of the kiud can be proved from any phraseology ,i» 
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the Old Testament ; in Sheot or Ha(]es there is no allusion 
to Suffering or piinibhment. This idea he brings with him 
into the New Testament ; Hades is not a place of stiflcring, 
the wicked are not punished here ; and so Gehenna must 
not be allowed to have any allusion to sufferintj in a future 
world. Our prejudicies are opposed to these conclosions : 
we think that in Sheol or Hades, that is, in the future spirit- 
ual world, men are happy or miserable ; this we thkik is 
the correct doctrine of scripture ; and so we shall be pre- 
disposed to embark the phrase Gehenna in favour of what 
we conceive so palpable a doctrine. Nevertheless I hope 
we shall be able to look at the truth simply as it presents it- 
self to our view, without scandalizing its authoriiy, or so- 
phisticating upon Its evidence. We shall now make our 
way to the meaning and application of Gehenna by the 
light of the Holy Scriptures. 

Gehenna is a term used in the New Testament, it ap- 
pears in our Lord's sefmon on the mount; and here it 
occurs three times [Matth. v. 22^ 29, 30.) I will recite 
tfie passages ; * Ye have heard that it was said by them of 
old time, Thou shalt not kill, and whosoever shall kill, shafl 
be in danger of the judgment : but I say unto you, .'that 
whosoever is angry with his brother without a cause shall 
be In danger of the judgment ; and whosoever Shall say to ' 
his brother, Raca, shall be in danger of the council : but 
whosoever shall say, thou fool, shall be in danger of (Ge- 
henna) hcU-fire. If thy right eye offend thee, pluck it' out, 
and cast it from thee : for it is profitable for thee that one 
of thy members should perish, and not thy whole body 
should be cast into (Gehenna) hell. And if thy right hand 
offend thee, cut It off, and cast it from thee ; for it is profit- 
able for thee that one of thy members should perish, and 
not that thy whole body should be cast into (Gehenna) hell/ 
On the introduction of this phrase there are several cirCum- 
stattccs to be considered ; and, First. It Is adopted by d»c 



Saviour at a very early period of his ministry, and usef 
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^ee times in one discourse, a discourse too, in which he is 
giving a grand siiecimen of his system of teaching and 
doctrine. How he came by the word may be a matter 
of inquiry, but that he understood it, and used it law- 
fully, and made the best use of it aliio, must be admit- 
ttd : we can allow of no disputations or doublings here. 
Second, The phrase was new, at least as to its divine au- 
thurity, it had never been on the lip of any inspired teach- 
er of mankind before. Whether it had ever appeared ia 
the Apocryphal writings, or in the Targums, is a maitey 
of no weight, for it is impossible to fix the date of any 
of these so as to furnish our Lord with tfte word, or the 
use of it, at the time of his ministry. We have no good 
evidence of its being used in divine teaching till Jesus 
himself used it. It is difficult to say what tongue our 
Lord used in his ministry : pure Hebrew was not the 
p(jpular language : the Chaldce, not the Hebrew, or a 
mixture, a corruption of both, perhaps of three, Hebrew, 
Chaldee and Syriac, was the common dialect. Our Sa- 
viour was a teacher of people made up of all classes, and 
we find that very generally they understood him ; whence 
I conclude he spoke the common, popular language. 
But whatever was the language spoken by our Lord, 
we have no record of any of Iiis sayings and discourses 
in the original : he never wrote any thing himself, except 
that he, on a particular occasion, stooped down and wrote 
on the ground. His biographers and recorders wrote the 
history of him in Greek, or something like it, not, it 
seems, in Hebrew or Chaldee : yet as we are taught to 
Lceivethe gospel as divine testimony, we are bound to 
it that they contain a faithful transcript of all ' thA 
1U3 began both to do and to teach.* Gehenna, aa'SA 
Word, belongs to no one language ; it is not a Gret^SJ 
term, it is a phrase, introduced to lis in Greek cliuraeffJ 
ters, Viara., but it Is a compounded word, rather a phrase 
made up of two Hebrew words Djn K'J ge kinnom, the 
13 
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valify of Hiimuni, of which you may read in many parts of 
the Old Testamint. The -valley ofHmnom, or, as it i» 
sometimes called, the valley of the son of Hmnam, was a 
real place locally de&cribcd, with n history of the events 
which truDKpired ihtrcin. This valley was a scene of sinj 
here the apostatizing Isr;icliles cekLrated idolatrous riles^ 
and made their sons and daughters pass through the fire to 
Moloch. 'J'htTc were also many other places where the 
children of Israel practised their iniquities, but this was the 
great rendezvous of idolatry ; it was hard by Jerusalem, so 
that it became the capitol of abomination : its scenes (rf 
wickedness rendered it proverbial, and its scenes of siiffer- 
iiig rendered it a fit emblem of misery. Upon its histoty 
Jeremiah founds hi:s prophecy against the nation of Israel; 
he predicts that, as the valley of Hinnotn had been literally 
the place of such unparalleled wickedness, so it should 
also become literally the place of unparalleled suffering ; 
and as lire, and btood, and slaughter had marked their 
orwies, BO by tire and sword should they be consumed 
in the day of the Lord's anger. Thus runs the history of 
the valley of Hinmon, and the prophecy upon it. Other 
prophets beside Jeremiah refer to these same abomitiadons, 
and foretel the same indigiidtion from the Lord. But in oil 
these details of history with the prophesyings thereon, we 
perceive little of man but in Mis national &nA poUlicat char- 
acter; here are sins, but they are national sins — sins of the 
whole house of Israel ; here arc threatenings and prophecies 
of destruction, but it is the destruction of a nation. ' Then 
will I cause to cease from the cities of Judah, and from the 
streets of Jerusalem, the voice of mirth, and the voice of 
gladness, the voice of the bridegroom, and the voice of tbe 
b^ide: for THZ LAND SHALL B£ DESOLATE.' In G>od*ii 
dealings with the Jews by the old dispensation, there is little 
of that blessedness, suited to man's spiritual character, held 
out in distinct doctrine and promise ; so also there was as 
little of threatening ; the promise of a future lutppineas, 




(hd the threatening of a future punishment were not so 
characterisiic of the Old Testament as we shall see h is of 
the New. Jesus opens liis commission and proves his aH- 
Ihoritj- by addressing men as inditicliial moral agents, as 
accountable to God who searches the heart und who tiiiih 
the reins cf the children of men. Kvtn Jews, to whom he 
chiefly addresses himself, are brought to his judgment-seat 
as men who have souls to save or to lose. What was histo- 
ry or prediction in the mouths of the old prophets, is sym- 
bol and emblem in his. Children of Abraham are embleitt- 
atical of Ixlievers in Christ. The kingdom of David is em- 
blematical ofihe kingdom of heaven, a kingdom not of this 
world. The apostacy and idolatry of Israel are symbolical 
of a worldiv mind, and their snfTerings, as a nation in Hin- 
nom, symbolical of the sufferings of sinners in a future 
state : so Gthcnna is a phrase by which Jesus asserts the 
future condition of a sinner, ' body and soul' in a future, 
moral state of retribution : and ?j^ts phrase is by our Lord 
used for the first time as emblematical of a moral slate of 
future retribution. I have only to add in the Third \>hce, 
that Jesus delivered this discourse, containing this appli- 
cation of Oehenna, to the multitude; his disciples were 
part of his audience, but the whole rauliilude were address- 
ed, and they felt his address too, for they ' were astonished 
at his doctrine; for he taught ihcm as one having au- 
thority, and not as the scribes.' The subjects on which 
he addressed the people were of common interest, his ap- 
peals to the law, and to the consciences of his hearers were 
solemn and powerful ; he set before them life and death — 
Heaven for such as do the will of his Father, and Gehen- 
na for all those that work iniquity. 

Gehenna is used by our Divine Teacher in some other 

forms of speech, as, soul and body destroyed in Gehenna^ 

Gehenna fire — rather the Gehenna of fire — Gehenna where 

" the worm dieth not, and the fire is not ijucnched — ' Child of 

Aenna,' and ' damnation ofGehciina.' The three former 
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of ihese modes of expression are recorded by the sefl 
evangelists somewhat differently; not a difference tha|5 
amounts to a contradiction, but one is more full and dis- ■ 
tinct than the other ; this is a very common and a very 
natural case, in the first of these three cases Luke speaks 
only of the body being killed, and then alludes to ivhat comts 
after death in Gehenna : But Matthew speaks of soul and 
iody being destroyed in Gehenna: the same idea more 
strongly and distinctly worded. This, like the sermon on 
the mouiit, is a morul discourse addressed to the disciples 
first of all, the multitude in a great crowd standing around : 
the retribution threatened is a moral one, soul and body ma: 
future state are obnoxious to punishment : Gehenna, in! < 
this parlieular, is a phrase adapted to a moral case. Mark>[ 
records the pass;ige in another discourse containing a: viewi^ 
olGehenna with the never dying worm, and the un^nenchabte" 
fire : thib discourse is of the same character as the former;*' 
a moral future retribution is the subject, and Gelicnna> -tft'< 
the symbolic phrase. Childof Gehenna. This is a sirongr* 
draft of moral character, child of Hell, similar to child o^\\ 
wrath, equally symbolical with son of perdition, Of BoOnef^i' 
ges, sons of thunder. J can make nothing but a morat <case< < 
of this, and shall therefore consider it as giving a-0itinkl 
comiilexion to Gehenna. Damnation of Gehenfut,'Xiif the > 
condemnation of Gehenna, more properly rendered the 
judgment of Gehenna, tk xflntx rfie yurnK. In this passage ■ 
Christ upbraids the Pharisees and rulers of the people *ivith. ■ ^ 
their apostacy, hypocrisy, and abuse of office; and cooai!: 
signs them to the judgment awarded them in Gehenna^' K/t 
punishment suited to their moral character, a reward 'ittj'- 
righteousness in thjt state, wherein ' body and soul' aift 
consigned to destruction, loss of happiness, not arnii*---' 
hilaiion. - - 

From this view of these passages, and we think the view 
we have taken of them is in the light of the Holy Spirit, we 
guUier the following particulars. 1st. That Geherata is a" 



^fcrase expressive of misery or punishment. 2d. That it 
is .used by our Lord ; whether selected by him or not, he 
is the first to use it emblematically. It ta compounded of 
The valley ofHinnom a place of note for crime, and predicted' 
as a state of punishment for the Jews, and so is used by ou^ 
Saviour as an emblem of future punishment to the wickedj-" 
soul and body. But here Mr. B — is at issue with us ; hff* 
denies much of wliat we think we have seen in scripture/*' 
and proved liy it. ^ 

1st. Mr. B — declares, over and over again, that the Old' 
Testament writers knew nothing about future punishmenti"' 
and that if the Jews had any ideas of it they learnt it front ' 
the heathen, and also that whatever was written on this sub- >^ 
jecl was in the Apocryphal ages. Whether the Jews knew*' 
any thing of a future retribution we shall leave you to" 
judge, after the evidence we have set before you has been" 
well weighed. This evidence also will enable you to judg6'^ 
whether what the Jews had learnt of this doctrine in our° 
Saviour's time was from their own scriptures, or from the'' 
heathen- And this evidence goes to show us still farther,'* 
tliat what the Apocryphal aulhors wrote about punishment^ 
in a future state was from the Old Testament view of Sheoi "K 
or Hades, not Gehenna ; for Gehenna is a phrase that never ■ 
occurs in any of these books. The Targums, if they were ' 
extant when Jesus taught the people, showed that Gehenna 
was an emblem of future punishment ; and this very semi- ,. 
ment Jesus adopted and confirmed in his doctrine; or if 
these Targums were not known at that time, then the intra- 
duction of the Gehenna symbol is with our Lord, and the 
doctrine so taught is divine. 

2d. Whjt our Inquirer says upon the article of Gehenna 
hcin^ in emblem of punishment must be considered — Mr. 
B — quotes the whole of Jeremiah, xix. chap, and the latter-ii 
part of the vii. chap, from the 29th verse, which I need not 
transcribe; you can consult these passages in your retire- 
ment. After reciting these our author says, (UO) "No 
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'* one can doubt, after reading these two qtiolatioiis, thai the 
** Old Testament writers made the valley of Hinnom or to- 
'*phet, an emblem of somelbing. It is our duty candidly 
" and carefully to consider what that thing is. Ist. Then, 
"it is evident, that ihey made tophet an emblem oi pumsh- 
'*ment, and q{ future punishment, but not of future eternal 
** punishment in another state of existence. This (he adds 
" gratuitously) all will admit without hesitation. 2d. It is c- 
*' qtially evident that they made it an emblem of future tem- 
'*pural punishment to the Jews as a nation. It is a pun- 
*' ishment of a temporal nature, in this world. It is s prc- 
" diction of miseries to be endured by the Jews for their 
"sins. — 'In this prediction they arc reminded of the crimes 
"they had committed against the Lord, in the vailej' of 
" Hinnoni, and il is used by the spirit of God, as an em- 
"blem of the punishment he was to inflict upon theito.** 
Let us stay your attention here a little, while we esamitte 
the character of Mr. B~'s emblem. He says that /fin. 
nom or Tophet was used by the prophet as an emblem of 
Jhture temporal punishment to the Jews as a nation. ' 

We must have some fixed ideas upon the character 'ttf 
emblem : unless we come to some certainty on this fxHUt 
dur argumentation will be only beating the air. Ourques- 
rion then is, what is an emblem ? I do not wish to be nice 
or fastidious in seeking a reply ; the scriptures will perhaps 
be a safe guide in the search ; the term however is not to be 
found in scripture, neither type nor symbol ; but we have 
each and all of these in the scripture, though not sodermm- 
inated. An emblem, I apprehend, is one thing naturally tv- 
presenting another thing morally. Cn a b B in his Synonymet 
says, ' The type is that species of emblem by which one 
object is made to represent another mystically :' the ex- 
amples, I conceive, are near us ; the olive branch brought 
by the dove to Noah furnishes two, the olive branch peaet ; 
the dove innocence: or the millstone cast by the angel into 
(he sea, an emblem of the fall of Babylon ; or fttill neanir, 
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' the potter's enrlhen bottle.' Thus spake the Lord to Jere- 
miah, ■ Go get a potter's eaflhen bottle, and lake of the an», 
cieiits of the people, and of the ancients of the priests, aa^ 
go forth into the valley of the son of Hinnom— and sayv 
Hear ye the word of the Lord' — Here the prophet describes 
the iniquities committed by Israel in this valley, and threat- 
ens theni with a dreadful overthrow. 'Then shalt thoii 
break the bottle in the sight of the men that go with thcej 
and shalt say unto them. Thus saith the Lord of hosts i, 
Even so will I break this people, and this city as one break> 
eth a potter's vessel that cannot be made whole again.' This, 
I apprehend, to be a fair example of an emblem, and what 
renders it peculiarly applicable at present is, it is an emblem 
of the punishment to be inflicted on the Jewish nation; but " 
then it is very unfortunate for Mr. B -'s argument, Hinnom 
is not the emblem, but the earthen bottle.- he says, Tophet 
or Hinnom is made an emblem of future temporal punishr 
ment to the Jews as a nation. Who made tliis an emblem ? 
he says the Old Testament writers did. But we assert they 
did not, they made the breaking of the potter's vessel ai} 
emblem ofthis, and not the valley of Hinnom. How strange! 
a man of Mr. B — 's sagacity should not see this. But he 
is so confident that he says " That all will admit this with^ 
out any hesitation." As he is so confident we will show 
him the absurdity of his emblem. In an emblem one thing 
is made to represent another, as the breaking of a potter'i 
vessel is made to represent the breaking up of the Jewisb 
nation; but Mr. B — makes Hinnom an emblem of Hia- 
nom, or he makes the miseries which this valley bad exhil> ' 
iied an emblem of that misery yet to be exhibited in the 
same place : now this docs not ajipear to me to be either lo. 
g;ical or rhetorical ; neither is it the method of the sacred 
writers j it is not so in the very case before us. Hinmm v^ 
twt the emblem here, but the ^earthen vessel.^ However 
_^^. B — seems to have some just idea of Hinnom after all, 
iA-Mnmtn is an emblem of something — it u,.hc 
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adds, an emblem of punishment, and we have no doubt but 
it is un emblem of future punishment to the wicked ia the 
world to come : as God threatened the Jews with a grievous 
overliirow in the valley of slaughter, or Hinnom; so, that 
grievous overthrow becomes a fit emblem, or figure, by which 
to represent the indignation God would pour out upon the 
guihy in a future state, and this is the use to which our Saviour 
applies tlie valley of Hinnom under the phrase Gehettna, a 
state of punishment for ' soul and body' in the future world. 
There is another thing ; the quotation from Jt-remiah, as our 
author says, contains a prediction that the valley of IHh' • 
nom should be to the Jews, the valley of slaughter ; observe 
this is a prediction rather than an emblem ; the earthen ve^- 
selis the emblem and Hmnom is the subject ofpredictiori, Hin- 
nom had been literally the seat of wickedness in the slaugh- 
ter of the innocent, and so it is predicted that the sgme 
place shall be literally the seat and scene of pu nishment to the 
guilty ; this punishment to the guilty in Hinnoin is the em- 
blem, and so our Divine Lord uses it in his awful dentin- 
ciationson Gthenna punishment, the condemnation of Ge- 
henna — Child of Gehenna — Gehenna fire— Soul and body 
destroyedin Gehenna; so Hinnom becomes the emblem, and 
Gehenna the moral. 

If what we have offered on Hinnom guilt and punishment 
be satisfiictory, then we need not take up your time in go- 
ing over all Mr. B — 's reasons on Gehenna ; for if his prin. 
ciple be false his deductions must be so : that his position of 
the emblem is unsafe is pretty clear, and equally clear the 
position we have taken, namely, that Gehenna punishment 
literally is a figure of future punishment morally. But it 
will be well, before we quite dismiss this article, to show you 
some of the difficulty into which Mr. B — has brought hioi- 
self by assuming this position, and the advantage we gsia 
thereby. 

The position he has assumed is this, That Gehenna pun- 
ishment is only temporal, and wiiolly executed in llie de- 
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slruction of the Jewish nalional polity, and slaughter of the 
people in Hintiom. In order to keep and strengthen this i 
ground, cvcrj' passage of scripture that seems to militatfe I 
against it must be explained away, and gotten rid of; this 
13 the difficulty into which our Inquirer has brought his sys." 
tern. Our nuthor's straitness appears very conspicuously 
in his treatment of the passage at the head of this'discotirseij 
• And fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to ■' 
kill the soul : but rather fear him which is able to destroy J 
both soul and body in Gehenna.' Thus it stands in Mat- 1 
thew ; iR Luke it is thus; ' And I say unto you, my friends, I 
be not afraid of them that bill the body, and after that havfe | 
no more that they can do ; but I will forewarn you whom yH ] 
shall fear: Fear him which after he hath killed, hath povv<* 1 
to c^st into Gehenna, yea, I say unto you fear him.* '' 

There can be little room for dispute upon the visible anS 
common sense meaning of this passage ; neither woufd 
there be any ground for' dispute, were the text read in eithl 
tr language, English or Greek ; but when the ingenuiiy of 
icism is brought in, then, we are diverted from the com- I 
sense of the passage, and made to contend about wordi J 
ia renderings to no reul profit. But this Mr. B — has done! 1 
and we must follow him into his learned recesses as mcIi J 
as we can, and dislodge him from such retreats. The " Inj j 
qairy" notices the passage thus ; (190) " Matthew makes a 1 
'* distinction between soul and body, whereas Luke doeli I 
not. He only mentions the body. ' It seems that all ihj^ I 
Matthew meant by soul mid body, Luke considered as siiN ' 
iieHtly expressed by simply mentioning the body." % 
arrest the quotation just to say, that this mode of rea- I 
ig, were it admitted, would destroy a great part of di- 'j 
testimony. Every body knows that m detailing thf J 
sayings and doings of our Saviour, one evangelist, in man^l 
cases, is more explicit than another ; what one omits, another I 
inserts, or what one only gives in substance, another give* A 
in [he varietj' of circumstance. Upon Mr, B — 'sreasonirtg J 
we ^isul4 be led to reject the circumstantial narrative, be* J 



cause it contained more ihan the other which was concise 
and brief. Luke mentions only the body, Matthew soul etnd 
body, but as Matthew says too much for Mr. B — 'osystem, 
Luke must be made to contradict Matihcw, and set that 
right, and in a simple form, which the other had perplexed 
by being more circumstantial than was necessary. Let ua 
proceed with the quotation ; ( i 50) " Had the word soul in 
" Matthew been used to express the immortal part of TJiarit 
" there is certainly a great deficiency in Luke's language, in 
" relating this discourse of our Lord's. But if he by mcrc- 
" ly mentioning the body, correctly and fully stated what 
" our Lord meant, we ought not to consider the word bouI^ 
" as used by Matthew, as meaning ihe immortal spirit. We 
"shall presently attempt to show that the word nephish, of ' 
" the Hebrew, and the corresponding word, psulie, of the 
" Greek, here translated soul, are both often used to express 
" mere natural or animal life." — Mri B — then proceeds tq 
establish hi& position in a very knjjthy, and, 1 must say, 
equally wearisome series of crhicism upon soul aiid body, all 
of which goes only to perplex a simple case, and to make 
that look very deep and learned which requires no great 
acutencss, and less learning to detect and expose. 

1st. The Inquirer says, that, if Matthew by soul meant the 
immortal part of man, then Luke certainly was de^itnt in 
his statement. If by Luke's deficiency he means, less full 
and explicit, we may perhaps admit the fact ; each of tlie 
evangelists who omits what another has recorded is thus de- 
Jicient, but there is nothing to be charged upon the writer 
on this account ; I should think this was too trifling a cir- 
cumstance for Mr. B — to bring into his aid. But if he 
means to charge Luke with a deficiency in statement, by 
which an act of injustice is committed against the Saviour's 
discourse, we shall consider it as beyond our province to 
answer. Or if lie means to accommodate this deficiency of 
Luke, tp the overturning and taking away what Matthew has 
said, we shall stand and contend for the verity of both evao- 

gejisisjan^ J, believe U. wiU noi be y^rs riiffijcuJlUp^poiq.^ 



LftcTtrnE V. 

t of these 



I'Os 



^Sfcrt the perfect agreement of these two writers, for though 
Luke omits the word soul, yet he is more full in some otlrei^ j 
part of his statement; while Murthew says only, that GoS 1 
is able to destroy both soul and body in hell ; Luke says, tha4 I 
God, after he liatk killed, hath power (is able J to cast intA 1 
hvll. Now I !isk whither Luke does not declare the de4 J 
strucuon of the sou! in Gehenna as vvcll as Matthew ? Afteii I 
he hath killed, thai is the body, hath power to cabt into Ge- 1 
henna; to cast what into Gehenna? the body? will Mr.' -J 
B — or one of his disciples say yes, to cast the body into Ge* I 
henna to be sure: observe, I do not force this confession;) I 
but if both passages, or either of them, mean only body,,* 
and body is all that is intended by our Lord, then all that J 
can he contended for is, the casthig of the body into Gcheril I 
na after it is killed. And what a wonderful punishment ia"l 
this ! and what a wonderful display of divine power is ihist I 
Fear that God who is able to kill your poor, frail body, ana i 
Ihen is able to cast that body into the valley of Hinnom, to ' 
be burned, or to be consumed by worms ! Should I ever beJ 
come a Univcrsalist of Mr. B — 's school, I do think my con-' ' 
version will be effected by reasoning more powerful than thiai 

2d. Simple and pitiful as we have considered this mode ( 
of reasoning to be, it is that for which our Inquirer is going ! 
to contend, and that very critically too. He is going to 
'* attempt to show" that this passage has no reference to thA J 
*' immortal part of man," but only to the " mere natural ote*! 
animal life." This he attempts to show by asserting, firstj I 
that CSJ nephish in the Hebrew, translated -i-i-Xi psuche Uu 1 
the Greek, and soul in the English, is " of}en used to expreik \ 
mere natural or animal life.'" We admit this, namely, that. 1 
it is '* t^ten'^ so used, but does Mr. B — offer this for proof I 
that soul means merely animal life in this place ? becaiistf,. I 
if he does not prove this, he proves nothing; nor can hc J 
prove any thing by this, for he tells us only thiit soul oftei»| | 
not always, means natural or animal life : and so that if it 
only sometimes means this, he has not by such reasoning 
{itOYed Uut it meaiia this lierei yet we demand this proof 
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before we are converted : but this proof cannot be given. 
The f:iCt is that •i-'^x^ soiilh a term of very various appiica- 
tioii ; soul, sometimes means simply the person, or individu. 
al, as on board Paul's ship, there were two hundred three- 
score and sixteen souls, --Ivx^ai, th;it is so many persons or 
individuals. This occurs in numerous instances not need- 
ful to mention. Soul also frequently signifies animal life, as 
Mr. B — very correctly shows ; and it likewise frequently 
signifies the rational hnmartal mind, asweviillshow. (Heh, 
X. 39-7 ' We arc not of them who draw back unto perdi- 
tion (destruction ;) but of them that believe, to the saving 
■ of the jo;//.' (psuche.) (\ Pet. i. 9J ' Receiving the end of 
your faith, even the salvation of your souls', (psuelua.) 
fZ John, 2. J 'Beloved, I wish above all things that thou 
mayest prosper and be in health, even as,thysouI fpsuchej 
prospereth.' These are only two or three instances among 
a great miny, showing that soul fpsuchej often means lh6 
spiritual, immort;il part ; for it would be perfect nonsense 
tb read these passages animal spirit .- and I am unwilling to 
rtad them so in this public assembly, because it would op. 
pear ridiculous, and it would be holding np onr author to 
contempt, which thing I conscientiously avoid. You see 
then, that the absolute mciining of soul fpsuchej depends en- 
tirely upon the way in which it is used, and the sitbjo(it to 
which it is applied ; the most common reader of the scrip- 
tures can see this, and nobody U'onid have been in any strait 
if our Inquirer had not perplexed them with his very partial, 
and I must say, unfair, citation'?; and I am sorry that he 
has farther pursued the same bewildering and deceptire 
course: for to make good his argument against Soul fpsuehe) 
being ever intended for the immoi'tal part, he asserts, or 
rather insinuates, that when the immortal part of man is in- 
tended, jntufia pneuma, is used and not ^v^t pittthe; buttUs 
\k (Jiiite aS wide of the truth as the other criticism ; Mr. 
B— 's cause'must be desperate, or he would not catch tt 
such mere straws, nnufix pncuma is applied tb both, ani. 
TuaJJi/e, and iimnortal life. When'Por'ijordTarced'JainiB' 
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daughter to life (Luke vii'i. 55.^ it is said, ' Her BpifU, 
«K^, came again.' By Uiis return of her spirit is meaflfl i 
the same, I apprehend, as that for which EHjjh prayed in, ] 
nganl to another deud child, 'Let this child's soul ■i/\ix!< coma 1 
into him ag:un.' You see that no stress can be laid upon I 
the mere use of these terms, without regard being paid tcf I 
the subject and circumstances relating thereto. That Mr* 
B — should have endeavoured to raise proofs, from such 
equivocal ground, is greatly against his theory and his judg« i 
ment : but all this is to show, if possible, that our Lord by 1 
using the terms hody and soul meant nothing more than ho-, 1 
dy ! but even admitting that he proved this, namely, that 
soul meant body, lie does not seem to be fully aware of the 
absurd consequence involved in the proof; - Jesus is made 
to speak in this manner, ' Fear not tliem which kill the ant. 
mai life, but are not able to kill the animal life, but rather 
fear him which is able to destroy both animal life and anu J 
tnalbfe in Gdienna.' For Mr. B^ to render Luke's pas- I 
sage in his own way would be still more absurd, and savour j 
too much of trifling for reciting in this solemn exercise, i 
Our Inquirer seems to be avvare at last of his desperate cotw ! 
dition, and so to make his escape, he veils liimself in a cloud ] 
of critical citationii, leaving us in the possession of soul and I 
body, the mortal and immortal part, liable to punishment in I 
Gehenna, prayuig God's mercy, and saying, (207) " God ] 
is able to destroy both soul and body — liis power reaches b> I 
this, but it is to be hoped that he will not do this." Alas! j 
that Mr. B — ■ with his knowledge of divine things, and ex-. 
periencc too, in the art of reasoning and proving out of nhtt \ 
scriptures, should have so suHered his understanding to bs* i 
come the vassal of ti system calculated only to serve tlw J 
cause of scepticism, and to overthrow all legitimate authori- I 
ty, human and divine. .i I 

All Mr.B — 's reasOTiing upon Gehenna goes upon a mij» J 
take which we have seen to consist in a premature appre- ' 
hcnsion of the meaning of scripture. His imagination is so 
liinteita ira eyotevi <(bat he witictpate« bU |)toofb,'and so «t 
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last fails to realize them ; just so with Hades, in many of its 
applications, as we have seen ; so that it is wearisome and 
even painful to follow him in snch labyrinths, especially aS 
we are averse to a spirit of rivalry and triu mph ; all we wish, 
is to convince by a fair develoiiement of truth, and there 
leave the matter. Whether this has been effected on the 
article of Gehenna, must be left with the candid mind to de- 
cide. A review of the course we hnve taken remainij for 
your consideration, with which we shall close. 
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Mr. Balfour^s Si/stem opposed to Divine Aulhoritif. 
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DO TS NOT TRKSEFORE ERR, BBCAUSK TE KNOW NOT TBBjSMLIk 
TURES, MEITHEH THE POWER* OF SOD ?— ^arit xii. 34. _ , 

Th ere is an intimate connexion between all errors ; and 
what is remarkable, those errors which seem to be the most 
opposed, will, upon examination, be found to be of the 
nearest kindred. The errors of superstition and of infideli- 
ty will be found to justify this observation. Superstition 
believes till the mind is surfeited by the fulness of absurdi- 
ty : Infidelity comes in to its relief, and, after having been 
so mnch the dupe of imposition, great credit is taken in 
doubting every thing, and believing nothing. It was the 
growing sect of the Pharisees that brought in the sect of the 
Sadducces. The Pharisees had been excessive in their re- 
spect for tradition, they had loaded, and even disfigured lh< 
duties of religion with many a vain superstition, till the more 
inquiring and freethinking part of the community, began to 
speculate upon every spiritual claim ; not only was all trtdi- 
tionary authority by them despised and rejected, but even 
the more spiritual and sacred doctrines of divine revelation 
were explained away, so as to make aU the duiies of fcligioo 
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pport with tlie low demands of a 



jrldly sanctuary, and. 
a-mateml state. Thus the doctrines of the Pharisees and 
Sadducees are brought to view In the ministry of our bkhs- 
ed Lord, of which he bids his disciples to be aware ; ' Be- 
ware, said he, of the leaven of the Pharisees, and of fh(^ I 
Sadducees.' ,^^l 

[ere appears to me the origin of Mr. Balfour's scheme^, I 
its progress and consequences. His scheme has rise% J 

im the disgust he has taken at the superstitions, aasumpy J 
tions, errors and hypocricies which have mingled with the .1 
profession of religion. Mr. B — in his " Inquiry" has not, I 
made a proper distinction between the doctrines of rcvela- 1 
tion, and the erroneous and faulty way in which they have ] 
been represented and taught, and so he has too indiscrimi- I 
nately condemned the truth itself, along with the errors I 
which are a manifest departure from it. The strong meta- I 
phor and lively drapery, with whicli revelation is often clad, 
seem to have given occasion of offence ; and not having" ] 
been able to follow this figurative display into the realities 
of a spiritual world, his mind has been suffered to return I 
back to this material state, and settle down contented witt^ I 
that evidence which only makes its appeal to the senses,^ 1 
the scriptures and the power of God he has not duly consijy I 
dercd, and this is where Mr. B — 's jjj'stem fails, aiid mu^,l 
fall. This is the view we are now, in conclusion, to take o| I 
Mr. B— 's whole scheme. ,i I 

At the close of our last discourse, we left our Inquirer ifj ^ 
the turmoil of his material scheme. He had laboured hard, 
and distressed himself not a little, in attempting to prov^' 
thaiiw/y and soul, as expressed by our Saviour, in his doc- 
trine to his disciples, meant the same thing, and, that only 
the mortal part of man was intended. But all, Mr. B — 's 
arguments, instead of proofs, are mere evasions, critical 
perplexities, and feeble consequences : he evidently is not 
satisfied with his own performance, he has no confidence in 
his own conclusions ; neither can he persuade himself th^ 
ilia leader will be c(«iviiicpd»lor,,^sat la^tb^,yy,9H|lil.'?JSIft 
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self tip ill a web of intricacy, of which he is so conscious, that 
he isobligedsutldenly to forsake his strong hold, and bepfhis 
way outatthe mercy of God. (195) "Godrj able tndestfoy 
" both soul and body in hell — IJc hath power to cast mto heii. 
" Power or ability to do this is one thing, actually tb do it 
" is another." Able to do this ? able to do what ? why 
destroy soul and body in Gehenna. But how can God do 
that which is imposbible? has not Mr. B — bi: en writing 
many a lengthy page to prove that the soul here said to be 
exposed to punishment, is only the body, why then beg 
mercy ? why take shelter in a mere threat, God cannot ex- 
ecute ? " It is only said he is able to do it," but saying k& is 
able is no proof that he will. Now M'hal does ihis amount 
to ? Jesus Christ says, God is able to destroy body and goal 
in Gehenna; but by body and soul we are to iinderiAand 
only body. Well then we give up soul, and admit that 
God is able to destroy the body in Gt-henna. Is Mr. B**— 
willing to admit this as a question settled? We have given 
up wu/ punishment out of courtesy to his system, now cer- 
tainly he will surrender to God his right to punish the body 
in Gehenna. O no, Mr. B — savs, II is not declared that 
God WILL do it, only that he cm do it. for ability to do 
itis one thing, andactuaUy to do it is another. Our conclu- 
sion, then, is, that inaii will not be destroyed orponishcd in 
Gehenna, soul or body ; but is this the conclusion to which 
Mr. B — intended to come ? yet, willing or unwilling, he 
must come to it; for the last and consummating argument 
he has produced to prove, that man's soul shall not be pun- 
ished in Gehenna, proves also that man's body shall not be 
punished there, and so he has proved that there is no pun- 
ishment in Gehenna at all. Disciples of Mr. B— , are yoa 
satisfied with your master's reasoning ? ifyon are, it is raorc 
than he is himself ; for after having written tiuenfy six pages 
of criticism on this passage, in which he has quoted 1 know 
not how many learned and classic authorities, he has work- 
ed himself into such a labyrinth of perplexity, and so eoA- 
iased his readers, that he has found it necessary to add two 
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more pages by way of note, in order to relieve himself and 
his readers from their difficulties: but wliat has he done by 
this crowded note ? why, I should say without hesitancy, 
that be had acknowledged the feebleness of all he had ad- 
vanced in the foregoing twenty six pages ; for, in this note 
he declares himself alive to the difficulties still all around 
him, and that he is yet seeking a way out. * And what is 
very remarkable, this labouring-mountainous note, after 
great critical pangs, as in the text, brings forth issue-— an 
abortion ! I had almost said-— the same tame creature as in 
the former travail. (JVote A p. 214,) ** But in whatever way 
V the passage is interpreted, it is evident that Christ was ad« 
'f dressing his disciples, and though his power or ability is 
'f asserted to do what is said in the passage, yet neither here 
*• nor any where else is he ever said to do it.*' Observe 
here, ** In whatever way the passage is interpreted," that is, 
if it be interpreted to^mean only body, then, he says, it is 
civideot thut though God can destroy it in Gehenna, he nev* 
cr will do it ; for, " neither here or any where elae is he ever 
said to (fo il." So you see Mr. B— 's argument has com- 
mitted suicide, it has destroyed itself — though God is abh 
to dertroy the body in Hell^ He never will do it. 

Taatajlus remains yet to be considered. It occurs but 
OQce v^ the scriptures ; it is in 2d. Peter ii. 4, and in the 
common version translated HelL The phrase originally is 
Greek, rtfmfoc ; it is derived from a word or words expres- 
siyc of horror and trouble of mind, as ro/Hwva, tarasso, which 
^gnifi^ a. turbid, distressed state. Tartarus was the name 
the poets gave to the future state of punishment ; it was 
generally known in that character, hence Peter adopts it as 
descriptive of the state of punishment to which the trans* 
greasing angels fell upon their condemnation. Why Peter 
chose this term we cannot say, any more than we can why 
our Loid adopted such words as Mammon, Boanerges, 
Paradise. All we can say, Peter was divinely inspired, 
and so die adoption of the phrase is of divine authority : 

15 
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Mr. B-^ says nothing against this icrm, that needs a rr- 
ply, and theiclbre we need not detain you on aquebiioo not 
dispnted. 

We have now jrone over the ground assigned us in the 
" Ini^uiiiy," we have directly met and examined Mr. B— 's 
principal arguments on the derivation, uses, and application 
of the terms Sheol, Hades and Gehewna. It now re* 
jnains, that we bring our animadversions and reasoning^ 
into a narrow compass, that at a single ghuicc you may acfl 
how the truth lies between the two tlieories : as wc thus 
approach the end of our course, we shall pay all necessary 
attention to some scattering arguments and objections, as 
they may appear to us on our road. There are two or 
three things at which we have only just glancetl, which must 
be more fully met; and this also is before ub, and wiU aid 
us in drawing all to one point. As we in our first discourse 
attempted to give an orderly and disiinct view of the work 
then btfore us, so now we shall attempt a siiviilar opd« in 
reviewing whut wc have done. 

I. We have with candour and precision marked the 
ground taken or assumed by our author, namely, Nofuturt 
punishment ; this ground he has chosen for himself, he teU» 
lis so in language not to be misunderstood ; and that we may 
be more than sure that his present " Inquiry" is on fdtdke 
punishment simply, he informs us, that he has "a separate 
Inquiry," whii-h may be hereafter pulilished, on etebnai 
punishment. This treatise, then, is simply on fd tv%v. pirn- 
ishment : and here it is that Mr. B — fallsj for almost the 
whole of his book is written in assertion and proof of some- 
thing else ; and what little there is on the promised point is 
so diluted and debased by this indecision and irrclevaftcyas 
to accomplish scarcely any thing in the whole argumcnL 
Before Mr. B — can do any thing more in this controversy, 
he must go back, and begin afresh, and set out with some- 
thing speci;d before him, something he can handle. himwl( 
and sotiielhing he can make tangible to others. ) TblAiie 
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IS in a siate x>{ great confusion on this subject is evidt^nt from 
another cii^umstance, namely, this other '' Inquiry'' of 
which he speaks in a note appended to chap. ii. This separ^ 
Me Inqum/ is to t^e on the renderings of ^^ o/m, aion^ and 
^mfoti-wctemal, everlasting, Sec.-' by which, it seems, we 
a6^to receive proof that these terms originally did not as- 
sert an endless or everlasting punishment, but only a limited 
ppnisbment. But then it seems to me a very strange thing 
foe Mr. B*-«- to settle down upon a conviction that there is 
no future punishment y and write a book to show us the 
ground upon which his conviction rests, and then write an- 
other book to prove and show that there is NO ET£RNAL 
or £irDLBSs punishment. Surely, his first book supersedes 
his second; if he proves, to his own satisfaction, and to the 
Mtisfiiction of his disciples, that there is n o future punish^ 
mfnf, be. has proved already that there cai^ be ."ho eternal 
ffumehment } for what never begins, can never continue ; 
weaejii to show, conyincingly, to any thief the utter inipos* 
sibility of his behig shut up in prison, would not tliis satis- 
fy hhnif and were I to add to these assurances some instruct 
tkms'^abi^u^ihe best way of getting out of prison, would hf 
not saUb at the discordancy of my doctrine ; or, what is 
worae,^ sfadold I not bring my assurances in iki^ first instance 
into suspicion by my instruction in the second instance. 
This, is Mr. Brrr-'s . predicament. He writes one book to 
shovr tb^ there i3 no future punishment, and then writes 
aooitlier to sbow that future punishment is not eternal, ad- 
imttin/pibc y try ground in the second, denied in the^r^f, 
andiSO'the one contradicts the other. Or if Mr. B— means 
'by hiq firsi book to show that all punishment is temporal^ 
and hf^ fab second that it is not eternal^ he is in the same 
idilewna ; for that which is proved to be only temporal is 
'tacitly disproved by an attempt to prove that it is not eter- 
nali Indeed^ all this discordancy is in the first book now 
.tiefone us ; there is no need of a second, it would render 
'QonfusCoii wor6e> confoi|Dded» we have here asserted that 
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tfiere''fs"H6''fiiture' punishment, and then it i's a(5triitted^h^ 
there is by the many assertions that there is no eternal pun. 
ishment. But these are absurdities in which many wise and 
good men have fallen, and it has been the lot of others, less 
. wise, and less learned, to show these profound sages their 
errors, and to help them out of their difficulties : may this 
6e the happy result of this our humble altenlpl in regard to 
Mr. B— and his disciples. ' ■' 

II. Mr. B — 's system goes upon a principle directly op- 
posed to all God's moral government. Indeed, I cannot 
see what his theory has to do with the Immortal God. or 
the immortal soul, or with any thing that is eternal, immbf- 
tat onA invisible ; everything beyond the bounds of this 
material, visible world he seems to doubt or denj". ' 

1st. T/ie government underwhichthe " Inquiry" apprekekds 
the -world at first, is by no means a moral governmertt. It 
has no hold upon the mind, it offers to the mind nothing 
worth having, and threatens nothing worth the mind's rever- 
ence ; there is nothing to fear. Adam, Noah, Abraham, 
with all the patriarchs and prophets, Mr. B — says, kfie* 
nothing about a moral state of retribution. Adiim 'vrsfe 
threatened with a punishment in unison with that threatened 
to the old world, die Sodomites, and the nation oflhc Jews, 
temporal punishment in the infliction of natural eviL Here 
it will be in place to look at Mr. B — 's system of retribii- 
tive justice, for he admits of rewards and punishments. Tift 
iahabitants of the old world, if they had not been so wick- 
ed, would have lived longer and enjoyed their worldly es- 
tate — but being so addicted to vicious pursuits, God over- 
threw ihera in the flood. So it was with the cities of the 
,]^Jain. And so with the Jews. In all these cases, and 
ottifrs might be adduced, we see temporal calamities and 
^jturai evils inflicted on sinners as a punishment, but is it 
rot, surprising that Mr. B — can miike no distinction be. 
J^v^c^n the nature of that punishment God inflicts on men, 
in their collective and political character, and that inflicted on 
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dicm in their individual and moral character? Nations and 
bodies politic, cliurchcs, and other associations, if reward- 
ed or punished, must be so dealt with in this present visible 
state, for they do not p-iss into the future state as nations or 
churches, or in any other associate capacity. Society is 
broken up and dibsohtd at death ; this is taught us very 
Illicitly in the passage of which our text is a part. The 
idducees thought they had silenced our Lord in the case 
of the 'seven brethren,' who, every one of them, had the 
same woman to wife : but the error and misconception was 
their's, ihcy had no distinct idea upon man's moral charac- 
ter and accountability : they had confounded man's moral 
and iociW character, and so had drawn unjust conclusions. 
I will just show you how Jesus answered these Sadducees. 
ibserve, they brought to him a case, 'seven brethren' all 
id one Woman to wife — now was not this an imaginary 
action ? was it likely that ' seven brethren' could be 
in Jewish history who had all of them this same wo- 
iDi as the case asserts? Surely it must have been zpara- 
, as the Rich Man and Lazarus ; and if Jesus had been 
better prepared to answer them than Mr. B — is in his 
«vstem, he would have endeavoured to escape the reasoning 
by saying : ' These seven brethren is only a parable.* But 
he sought not, he needed not relief in this way : he boldly 
Tnet the question, and admitted this parable to be taken from 
real history, and pointed out to them their error in not 
knowing the scripture nonhe power of God. So Mr. B — not 
duly apprehending the nature and character of God's moral 
dominion over men, has confounded the two characters and 
the two capacities of men : because nations and societies of 
men must be rewarded or punished in this time state, 
and are so dealt with, he concludes, in perfect agreement 
with these Sadducees, that there is no retribution for man 
in any other state and condition besides this. Strange, that 
a man of the acuteness of our author should not see this. 
2d. Tha misapprehension of the scriptures and the moral 
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power of God renders all our Ingmrer''s arguments on a ^u- 
tiire moral statr oj" existence feeble and futile. On the dis- 
tinction, he anticipates, between s/ate and place, he 
manifests considerable uneasiness ; he would thai both 
should explicitly nnean the same thin^, and ilwt thing must 
be PLACE. This is like his doings with soul d.m\ body ^ both 
terms must alike mean body. From these beggings and 
pleadings it is pretty evident, that, to complete his system 
nothing is wanted but this material, visible world : a ma- 
terial and visible God he needs, but this being he has not yet 
found, and so must proceed without such an auxiliary ; but 
a viable material man he has found, and every thing iliat 
can be done by Mr. B — has been done in order to preserve 
him whole, and wholly, in that character. Man shall have 
no soul, and if lie is said to have a soul his soul shall be re- 
duced to " a Hebreiv idiom," and then its spiritual character 
is so neutralized as to become body : and as man is so ma- 
terial, our Inquirer has not furnished, in his theory, anv fu- 
ture state of moral exercise or existence. Sheol or Hades, 
either of these in a separate language, or both of these as 
meaning the same thing, signify the ghave or state of the 
dead: but all that I can make out in Mr. B — 's system on 
the state of the dead, is the slate of the dead body, the tomb, 
the scpnlclirc. Our Saviour represents two men in the fu- 
ture slate, in Hades, one happy, the other miserable; their 
condition is so dissimilar, that one is ' afar off" from the other 
and such an abyss between them that they cannot come to- 
gether — But Mr. B — destroys all this by a stroke or two 
of his rhetoric, he says, that it is only a fiction of our Saviour's 
or a parable : he gets rid of the soul by a Hebreju idiom, 
and of torment in Hades by a fiction or a parable. These 
two men, instead of being, one in a j?a(f of happiness, and 
the other in a state of misery, are according to the *' Inquiiy'* 
in One place in which they are neither happy nor miserable ; 
not afar off from each oilier, but only " at some (Utik-) dis- 
tance" — '"and on a level with each other." You peroggve 
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ihat Mr. B — will have no state or condition for man 
what IE visible and within the range of our iicnses. Give 
B — place and material and he can do very well; but 
m off from these resources and he prays the help of 
<le and Hebrew idiom. 

ehenna, also, in the same theory is a place ; the New 
itament Heil is the valley of Hinnom, and Jesus declares 
the destruction of the Jews as a nation in Gehenna ; 
s all that is intended by the damnation of Gehenna, To 
;e good this material system, man is divested of his spir- 
capacity and possessing no higher nature than his bo- 
is cast into Gehenna, where he is consumed by fire and 
inns. Gehenna is an emblem, he f»ay5, but without any 
iral allusion, for Gehenna (Hinnom) is an emblem of Ge- 
na ; not even one place an emblem of another place, but 
place an emblem of the satne place. Thus Mr. B— ■ 
iijges his material theory, yet we do not mean to receive 
:b reasonings for doctrine. 

ititwe muse not leave this article as Mt.B — has left it; wc 

it assign some reasons for our faith in a FtrruitB statb ; 

ture state of punishment is the question handed us by 

Inquirer ; let us turn our atleniion to it. 

"irst. Whatever may be urged against the infiiction ofsuf- 

ing from the benevolence of Deity amounts to very little, 

men, as we have an opportunity of seeing them, and as 

own experience demonstrates, are generally great suffer- 

: say, that what God inflicts in this present state, is in the 

exercise of his moral government, and that it is rather for 

jJiftcipline and correction than in wrath and anger ; admit 

|j|b« for the sake of pnriiuing the argument, and then sufier- 

jaflicted or even permitted by the Deily is a mark of his 

ipleasure ; God does not afflict willingly, that is, with 

oomplaoency ; he does it because there is something dis- 

phiasing to him. and at which he shows liis displeasure. 

Hence, then, there is a great deal of misery in this world, 

and misery tao '\a the vciy lace of divine benevaleucc. Son^'^ 
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men live almost a whole life in suffering and pain. Some 
endure, in addition to their miiladies, the most cruel and tor- 
menting remedies ; for hours together under the linife of the 
surgeon ; and these operations frequently repeated. Some 
are flayed aUve with blisters, or burnt alive with causucs. 
Think of what multitudes have endured by famine and pesti- 
lencc, by fire and flood and frost, by e;jrdiquake, and storm, 
and ship-wreck. The theatre of war, the field of battle or t^e 
seigc, ah, what has man prepared for hiinsetf here ! To 1^ 
shot through in a hundred places — to be hacked and.het^n 
all over with the cruel sword — to be blo^vn up into the aw 
along vvitli stones and bricks and broken timber, and let fall 
again with dreadful crash — to be buried alive in a heap pf 
slain, to be crushed and bruised and killed by inches, by the 
hoofs of the war horse, and the iron wheels of the ponderous 
cannon car — I leave the escaped soldier to describe the rest. 
But you see, and you feel that man b capable of great suf- 
feting in this present state, and that God abandons him to 
the endurance of a great weight of misery. Nothing that 
can be said on the benevolence of Deity, goes to weaken 
this doctrine : God, in the exercise of his perfections, aban- 
dons man to suffering and to misery in a thousand shapes. 

Secondly. The wicked are more obnoxious to sul&r- 
ing in the future world than they can be in the present ; 
a disembodied state is a state of experience, and more 
depends on the mind than on matter. Man's sufferings 
in this present state are increased or mitigated by the 
operations of the mind. Beasts it is presumed suffer less 
than men; young children suffer less acutely tlian grown 
persons. Want of mind deducts from the sumofcapac> 
ity for suffering ; the consequence then is, that man in a 
separate, disembodied state must have an increased capac* 
ity for suffering. To illustrate this point, let us inquire into 
the chief causes and sources of gratification to man in his 
present terrestrial condition. The man wc are to describe 
is merely the man of this world, not the voluptuary or the 
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I'ah of mere appetite, but the man that 
makes (he most of this world, who keeps all his senses con- 
stantly alive to worldly enjoyments by a moderate enjoyment 
of them — a man, however, whose appetites are all in f.ivour of 
worldly graiification, a man of this world. Our Lord de- 
scribes such a mnn, we have licard of him before, he was 

, and clothed in rich attire, his table was well spread. 

be fared sumptuously every day : his companions were 
4f similar appetites, and he passed his days in mirth and 
pleasure. Solomon in his low estate was such a man, he 
was gratified with many carnal delights — delicious music- 
seeing great and various sights — displaying his riclies, and 
giving his heart to vanity. To these we may add what 
some men derive from reviewing past indulgences, and froni 
anticipating expected ones. — There are also the philoso- 
phies of this world, if I may so speak i some men delight 
themwives in social intercourse, in political combination^ 
in schemes of civil polity, in intrigues and management c^ 
state affairs. Others have higher and more refined studies, 
Ihey aspire to the sciences and the arts, literature new aiMj 
old is their idol. But all these pursuits and studies are it» 
communion with the creature : God -nd divine things ari' 
excluded. Now introduce such men into the world of spir- 
lis, where nothing is material or scns>ual, but all mental and" 
itftetfectu^, and what sources of grjtification are open to 
diem t Here is no luxuriantly spread table, no wines of ricli' 
flavonr, no languishing airs upon hue or harp, nothing to in- 
vite a fleshly appetite, — and no such appetite to indulge; 
all tlie«! capacities for sensual enjoyments are left behind til 
ihat World to which they can never return: no philosophy^ 
or science such as earth afforded, no political aggrandize^ 
menl norambitious projects, nor any passion for suchcxer.. 
ciscs, were they projiosed or possible. It is difficult to fig* 
ure such an experience, but we may suppose one of our' 
race, while an inhabitant of this earth, to lose all his fivo __ 
ij^or Uiey shall be so impaired that they shall be capa-' 
16 
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ble of no perfect operations : he shall be blind, deaf,' B^" 
numbed with palsy, dead to flavour of taste and smell? 
such a mail shall breathe and have the exercise of his men- 
tal powers, and without his bodily senses, what a wretch 
he must be. Well! this is something more than imag- 
ination, the man of the world is goiii^, more than liter- 
ally, into such a state, a state where all this and more will 
be realized. I ask what a man of this world can find to his 
satisfaction in the eternal world of spirits — not one single 
source of delight or of pleasure opens to him — what knoivs 
he of God, or God of him? are they not perfect strangers 
to each other — celestial spirits or the spirits of the j ust made 
perfect; their fellowship he always avoided, and what soci' 
ety can they have now ? In this disembodied state he may 
meet with many who were his associates formerly, and \n 
whose society he took great delight ; but here they are eUI 
changed, they arc like himself, disembodied, having no more 
capacity for his society than he for iheir's. — Only think of 
this state of vacancy, this total privation of all that is or can 
be pleasurable. But this is not all ; the mind is alive, and 
all Its faculties improved, its powers are more independent, 
itsardour and aspirings are more abundant ; yet upon what 
can it exercise its affections — it must fall back upon itself — 
and what resource has ithere? bitterremorse, solitary, melan- 
choly, dismal workings of a wrathful conscience. The mind 
runs back upon all the pleasures of this mortal life, but these 
scenes are gone by never to return; the mind looks on, but 
all is wild, and waste, and grim — the blackness of darkness 
bounds his horizon, and hope deferred raakelh the heart 
sick, unto despair and death. Heaven, he has heard of it, 
but he knows nothing of it. Hell, he has heard of it too, 
and within himself he finds it — his own society is his tor- 
ment, and alienation from God is his condemnation. 

In this method of illustration, brethren, you must have 
observed, that I have called in no aid from Divine wrath to 
make men miserable. I have made a bell of sin and sinners, 
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and these are the constitution of future punishment; with- 
out these not all the Uuinderbolts of vengeance, nor stores 
of wrath could make a hell. Hell is that state in which the 

;ssed God is not — Hell consists in the love of sin without 
ipacity for its pleasures : on earth are the pleasures of sin 
a season; in huU that season is over ; the love of it re- 

Lina, but the pleasure of it is past ; this is perdition. 
i^r. B — 's system is totally aside all this ; he knows not 
anything but that may be seen or fell, as we see and feel in this 
world of sense. Sheol, Hades or Gehenna, must be a place, 
or he can have no idea of any existence there. Sheol and 
Hades mean l\\e grave, the state of the dead, and our In- 
quirer will have it that the dead are there? if we point to 
Iiim the living there, and not the dead, as in the case of the 
rich man and Lazarus, he suys it is only a fiction, a parjble, 
notjreality : but in this he joins the Sadducees, who knew 
not the scriptures nor the power of God, and with thejn 
iallb back upon a scheme of mere materialism, in opposition 
to the doctrines of revelation generally, and in defiance of 
the doctrine still more particularly taught by Christ, by 
whose glorious gospel life and immortality were brought to 
.igbt, and the vision of the eternal world made so plain, that 
may run that rcadeth it. Gehenna is a place of suffer- 
a place of suffering in this world, a place of suffering 
to the Jews ; but as Gehenna is Hiiinom, not Hades, it must 
be a visible place of suffering, and therefore cannot be the 
place of future misery ; so Mr. B — concludes that as there 
is noplace of future misery there can be no state of future 
misery. If Mr. B — and his disciples can content them- 
selves with this reasoning, with all this absurdity upon the 
face of it, they must be left in quiet possession of their 
prize, but we must be permitted to dissent. 

III. The author of the " Inquiry," after reading much, 
and writing much of what has been the fruit of his reading 
and thinking, seems to me to be very far from being ac- 
quaiated with his own system, either as to itsprincipleor ten- 
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clenctf. As to its principle, he is not only very much con- 
fused and "perplexed upon future punishment, rtbether he 
is "to contend against it \n it limited or unlimited fom,'bati 
upon what he is to erect Iiis theory. He boldly announdCB. 
in the title of his book, four words, S/ieol, Hades, Tartaru* 
and Gehenna; upon the meaning and application of these, 
he proposes to establish his system ; and wliat is the system 
he is endeavouring, honafide^ to establish ? Can we make out 
any thing else but this ? That in the constitution of God's 
whole universe, natural and moral, there is no state,' or 
place, or condition beyond the bounds of this world in ivhich 
sinners can be punished. His proofs arc, Sheol or Ilades'tt 
no state of misery or happiness — Gehenna is a state of tem- 
poral misery only. This is Mr. B — 's strong hold j but 
after all his expressed confidence, he is aware that his strong 
hold is not strong enouf;h to hold him fast and securodiim 
from ftarliil attack. Therefore he has another refuge, name- 
ly, " That all who are saved, shull be saved from their sins, 
" reconciled to God, and made meet for heaven." This is 
giving up the principle just in the same tame way as he ga»e 
up what he contended for so long under the articles of soul 
and body, (^f^"' ""<"/*«) by praying God's mercy ; though 
God could punish soul and body in Gehenna he would not do 
it: so now sinners, after all he has affirmed, are obnoxious to 
punishment, and nothing can save them from it, but, being 
saved JYom sin, reconciled to God, and made meet fir 
heaven, livery body must see at once that if the salvation 
of sinners depends on their being pardoned and renewed by 
divine grace, then all Mr. B — has said about non-pui^fa- 
ment in Hades or Gehenna comes to nothing ; for though 
he has proved, as he thinks, that there is no futnrc pun- 
ishment for sinners in either of the places called Hell, yei, 
'*Ai.L who are saved, must be saved from their sins, and re- 
conciletl to God, and made meet for heaven." The conse- 
qitcnce is, all who are 7iQt saved from sin, not reconciled 
to God> and n« made meet for heaven must perish, that isi 
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will be given over to punishment. I would now, just call, 
upon iIk disciples of Mr. B — to look at the sad predicawi j 
tnent into which their master has brought them. He ha»j] 
told )'0U that there is no future puniiihment for sinners. (;r I 
HeU is only the grave, a mere bugbear, no future punish^r 1 
nient in Sheol, Hades, Tartarus or Gehcima, norinanyoth-r,^. | 
er place. Well, you h;ive listened, and have been allured ( I 
by ilie syren song, you have given loose to the fire of na-*! J 
ture, you have gotten into habits of free and easy living^^ ] 
God is seldom on your thoughts, death and eternity yoa, 1 
have put far away, and you are beginning to feel satisfied j 
tbHt all is welL Now, all at once, after this sweet, comfort^ j J 
ing repose, Mr. B — comes and tells you, that the sys^i J 
tem into wliich he has initiated you, and by which you.i 1 
were said to be made free, is an idle dream, a refuge ofj I 
lies — he says, you must break off your sins by righteous^ f I 
neas, be reconciled to that God whom you have madci] 
your enemy, and be prepared for heaven or you will cer- { 
taiiily perish. He tells you that he is " firmly" persuaded 
ofihe tfUth of this- And here I will add my testimony, 
and testify, candidly to Mr. B— himself, that he has en. 
deavoured to set upa system of religion, the first priiici*. 
I>k of which lie does not understand, the very fabric ItCt | 
rears with so much labour and pains, he prostrates with hift|~ ,J 
own hands by a single blow. That must be a frail and fra-,, I 
gile pkcc of work, that the workmen himself cannot handlCt I 
without demolishing. .... J 

Our author seems equally unaware of the tendency d^ I 
his theory ; as he goes along every thing is prostrated that . 1 
stands in his way, law, gospel, patriarchs, prophets, a]>ostle^T 1 
evangelists, Christ himself, his sayings are all a " fiction,'' ( J 
the soul of man is all a 'vapour,' hell is an ' old wife's fa- 1 
ble,' and God the Judge of all, with his judgment-scat, is 
laid prostrate with all the rest. But this levelling and de- 
molishing system at last seems to awaken the anxieties of 
our Inquirer himself t he is rather shocked at the devjisla- 
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tion and slaughter, he has made wilh his own hands, and iu 
his affright his imagination figures to htm a formidable oppo> 
nent. Popular opinion objects, and the objection he antici- 
pates thus — " One of the most popular objections, which I 
"think can be stated, is, that my sentiments are of a U- 
"centious tendency." This comes in on the 33Gth page: 
be considers it as a deadly blow aimed at his favourite 
hypothesis, and a deadly wound it inflicts too, a wound 
that he is unable to heal ; indeed he applies no balm, he 
abandons his own system, and becomes a Setribufioniatf 
in order to preserve a little faith yet on the earth. He 
says, " The persons who bring this charge against us, 
"seem to think that because no hell torments are prepar- 
"ed, that men are to go to heaven without any Suviour or 
" salvation. We believe no such doctrine. On the contra^ 
"ry, we as firmly believe as any persons, that all who arc 
"saved, shall be saved from their sins, reconciled to God, 
*' and made meet for heaven. If there be any UniversaUsls, 
" who believe otherwise, we disown llieni, and would be 
" glad to have diem give up the name, until they have re- 
" lioquished such principles." As Mr. B — does not tell 
us in this paragraph, nor any where else that I have seen, 
how men who die in their sins are saved from them ;-—how 
jnen who go out of this world at enmity with God arc recon- 
ciled to Him ; nor how men who die in a state of mind on)y fit 
for perdition are meetened for heaven, the objection must 
lie with all its weight upon his theory, and as he talks of disr 
owning Universalists for holding such a " licentious" doc- 
trine, he must submit himself to the rejection ; yes, he h re- 
jected already ; Universalists who expect salvation through 
the merits of a Divine Saviour, and by the influence of a 
Divine Spirit, consider Mr. B — 's theory, with all of the 
same school, to be a prodigal libertine infidelity, a wanton 
philosophy that dotes upon the depraved affections of the 
human heart, and opens the floodgates to a torrent of im- 
piety and lust. It may be difiicult to wake up thoroughly 
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^Hr theorist to these consequences and tendencies of his 
system, but some, with whom he would wish to be deoom-i^ I 
inated, are wide awake to the depredations he is making upi'^ I 
on the moral government of the universe; they see, as every I 
serious community of chrisliuns must, that Mr. B — and' 
his disciples have but one step more to take and they are 
professed Atheists, ' without God in the world;' their pres-' I 
ent system is in its essence Atheistical, and nothing but tlW ] 
honest avowal of it is wanting to give it consistency of ■] 
character. O'.r author docs not seem to be aware of the , 
tendency of his system, as it regards \\s popularity : ho 
thinks that the doctrine of future misery is popular, merely J 
because the greater part of the whole christian community j 
of various denominations profess the doctrine in their creeds \ 
and formularies ; but here he has suffered himself to be de- j 
hided, forthc great body of theseare practically, non-eet^ ] 
RistTTtoNisTs ; they find Something in their several sys- '] 
terns, equal to what Mr. B^ offers in his, a-wayofi'scape-y 
from punishment, and so they can go on in their initjuitiL-s', I 
and sill because grace abounds. The Romanists escape the j 
necessity of a holy and virtuous life by their priestly abso- 
lution, and their purgatory. The church of England burie* 
all her members 'in sure and certain hope' of future happii- j 
ness; here also a new heart and a new spirit arc luinccea- j 
sary. Calvinists, of various orders, expect salvation from 
the gracious decree of predestination, without being cort j 
formed to the image of God's Son. Arminians and Hop- 
kinsians expect they shall get to heaven by the general effi- 
cacy of Christ's death without the love of Christ constrain- - 
ing them to good ivorks. Others find an asylum in their j 
party, a pecuhar form of discipline, one hath a ' psalmj' i 
another a 'doctrine,' a third a 'revelation,' and a fourth, 1 
an ' ititerpretation,' and by these they escape the law of j 
Christ and expect to get to heaven without any meetness f<r , 
its pleasures and its employments. I do not say that the 
creeds and systems of these several denominations of , pro- 
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fcsstd cliristians, taken severally as a whole, encourage or in- 
spire the hope of impunity ; but these iiomirKil cliristiaiw 
find some detached principles in their systems of religion 
which ihey think they can accommodate to their ungodly 
propensities, and so they hold to their own peculiar detiom- 
inaiion, and have the credit of such faith, while they in feet 
are as much Universaiist as oar Inquirer himself; and oftbe 
same class too, hom-betribctionists. This is what 
must render Mr. B — 's system pojiular, it is that which 
tlie free-thinking part of the community want ; and es the 
" Inquiry"' assumes a respectable appearance, and coufta 
the attention of the learned, it is likely to meet with admir" 
ers ; Mr. B — expects it to be so, he says (Int. vi,^ " There 
are acme, he hopes, many, who woidd rejoice to find it fiiirly 
and scripturally proved that hell is not a place of future 
panishmcnt.— From such the author expects a candid and 
patient bearing of the evidence he has to produce." Tlw 
miral character of our Inquirer's converts shall be ascertain- 
ed by the view he himself gives of his opponents. •* He ii 
deeply sensible that learning, and piety, and popular ophi> 
ion, are all against him." If Mr. B— is " deeply tensihtf 
that learning and piety are against^' his system, and that it 
will be patiently endured only by those who can rejoice to 
find that there is no punishment for the wicked — if Mr. B— 
19 sensible of all this, and yet not impressed with the badi 
moral tendency of his system, I do not see that we can sRV 
any thing likely to produce conviction upon his mind ; 'to 
his own Master he standetli or falleth.' 

IV. We must not fail to point out to you a stratagem Mr. 
B — frequently resorts to in the course of hia " Inqoky*'* 
but especially in tlie section entitled " Ohjeetians consider* 
ed," by which he seems to obtam a victory, when, in fast, 
he has met no adversary. He says, " It would be » mere 
*' waste of time, and a very trifling employment, to answer 
** every siily objection which might be made— ./4/f wiUattaw, 
" that objections which arc rational, and which aged Ac atlfr- 
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•"J^c' against which they are brought, demand an answer.— 
'■These objtctions divide themselves into two classes; 
*' plausible, popular objections, but which do not bear against 
" the argument tvhich fias been adduced: and such as are 
'* supposed to have some weight against the evidence in sup- 
"port oftliat argument.^' Observe here, that Mr. B — is 
not disposed to notice " every (any) silly objection which 
might be made ;" but such as are '■'rational and affect lh« 
subject," he will notice. The ohjections you will observe 
farther, are not, after all, objections really made by any one*, 
but only such as he anticipates, or such as be frames himi 
self in his own words; but we should expect them to bt 
objections that " affect the subject." But lo, and behold^ 
these objections he classifies under two heads the 1st. as 
haTing no bearing against the argument adduced by Mm, and 
the 2d. as only supposed to have some weight against his 
evidence. Such objections as these I should expect to bo 
t^ ones, and such as he said above xuould be a waste of 
time to notice. And the fact is, the objections he has an- 
ticipated and introduced are, for the most part, very weak, 
and without energy, in their application ; they are applied in 
just such a manner as I should expect an opponent toapp^ 
tfaem. And even those objections which are more characi 
leristic of a cqunter argument he objects to, as illegitimatev 
and unreasonable.and treats us very uncourteously in defend* 
ing himself. This is particularly the case on the article of 
state in opposition to place. Besides, it is no honorable 
warfare for a man to make <in adversary to his own mind', 
a mere man of gtraw, and then show his prowess in beating 
him down. Of these objections there are, to the best of my 
apprehension, four in the first class, and thirteen in the se* 
cond. The discussion of these articles occupies no lest 
than 85 pages, a very large proportion of which is taken \ip 
in assumptions on Gehenna, which assumptions we luive 
proved, from scripture testimony, to be without foundation. 
There are two pages on these points which Mr. B^ tell* 
17 
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us he " shwhU'red" when he wrote. 1 hope he did, but 
how a man of his habits could " shudder" to write such a 
panigraph, and not " shudder" to print it, is to tnc astonislv 
ing. As I would rather suppress, than excite curiosity oa 
this particular, it is necessary to say, that this indecent ar- 
ticle contains a supposed dialoi^ue between God and the 
Devil ; the Devil is a person whose real being 1 should, 
from some hints in the " Incjuiry," suppose Mr. B — deni- 
ed, but in this passage, under his own hand, with shudder- 
ing and horror, he has given us not only proofs of the De- 
vil's being, but of his agency upon the minds of men, 'Lord 
lead us not into temptation, but deliver us from the evil 
one.' 

The matter of Mr. B — 's system is certainly very much 
scattered and lies more or less in every part of his book : 
several things have been called up at times as we havegone 
along, which are principally treated in this section of objec- 
tions answered, and as an article or two more under another 
head will come to view, we need not add to this by any 
farther discussions of these observations now. ■■.." <■. 

V. But there is yet another refuge to which our Inquiret 
has fled for succour, with his system ; to which wc are com- 
pelled to follow him : but whether we shall dislodge him so 
easily as we have done in former retreats is a matter of some 
doubt. However, if we cannot drive him out, we must make 
his asylum as inconvenient and as comfortless as possible. 
Mr. B — apologizes for his theory, and even jutihes his 
speculation, upon what he declares to be the manifest state 
and condition of all the churches, reputed as orthodox or 
evangeUcal,m thisseclionof our American Israel. He asserts, 
that they have departed /rom the great doctrines of the Be- 
/brtnation — that their ecclesiastical discipline and moral pro- 
gress are a mere party formality, and a shameful hypocrisy - 

The term Orthodox is of various acceptance Some- 
times, and that often, it describes an established or dominaot 
party in the visiblechurch, or a party that has retained enon^ 
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^P^wer slill to usurp and domineer over such of their 
brethren as reftise to be of their party and to work with ihetn 
in their church craft. Thus the term applies loall partiest 
?i'aA mtre. sectarians oi c\ery creed, ivhether it consibts of 
faith or unbelief; this is orthodoxy. But by the term we 
onderstand, sometimes, that body of chriaii^ms who hold, what 
are commonly called, the doctrines of the reformation ; what 
these are I need not delineate, every one at all acquainted with 
the history of the church knows what these arc. The term 
evangelical applies much in the same way. Churches in this 
region, thus denominated, Mr. B — thinks have very gen- 
erally deiiarted from the reformation orthodox standard; 
On the subject he speaks thus. (;'579) " You may hear 
■* men every day call themselves Calvinists : but Calvinism 
"now isa very dilierent thing from what is found in th© 
" works of Calvin.- Yon hear also of orthodoxy, butortho* 
"doxy is not the same now that it was twenty years ago, 
"and what is true orihodoxy in America would not be or- 
" thodoxy in Scotland" and we may add neither in the 
Southern churches, as well as churches generally in Europe^ 
Now, can we defend these churches from these charges? 
can any one do it, with such glaring corruptions before ouB 
eyes. Our principal theological department, after a serie^ 
of vacillating and speeulating.has aimed a deadly blow at the 
all important and all precious doctrine of the atonemekt. 
And what is still worse on this point, after some eftijrt on 
the partof tliis declining seminary to return, the Christian 
Spectator, the professed guardian of sound doctrine, comes 
out in open advocacy of this defalcation, and boldly tells 
the orthodox community, that they do not understand the 
subject. It is really a pity, that a journal of the general 
merit of the Christian Spectator, should not maintain enough 
of indeiiendence and decision to assert the doctrine o£ 
the atonement, when the credit of high places is at stake. 
This kind of proceeding in theological affairs gives Mr. B— , 
and indeed all unbelievers, an opportunity of exulting over 
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the orthodox. Hear what he says (379) " Before they (the 
"orthodox) open rtieir lips against me, let them return to 
" the doctrines of their forefathers, and confess how greatly 
" they have departed from the good old way." 

Mr. B — triumphs not a little also over the fallen moral 
character of the orthodox, he asserts their discipline and 
general ecclesiastical proceedings to be very wide of the 
truth and righteousness. He says many hard things, two 
or three of which only shall I notice. He says (231) that 
the orthodox do not believe the doctrines they profess, par- 
ticularly the punishment of the wicked, if they did tliey would 
not act as they do. He says (353) that revivals of religion, 
the subject of so much boast, are mere schemes of church 
policy, a pious fraud, a manceuvre to get up a something for 
the enlargement of a sect wanting in better means of pro- 
moting its spiritual interest. He adds also, (358) that he 
has seen " printed rules for bringing about revivals"— and 
that any may get up a revival if they will. On the subject 
of revivals 1 know some people object to them, as they ob- 
ject to all real religion. Others lay such stress upon these 
excitements as to subvert and neglect the means God has 
appointed for building up his church in faith and holiness. 
Other some hang in doubt, and among these are to be found 
some of the best advocates of the cross of Christ in this 
Union : and although I have not the vanity to class n»yself 
with the best advocates of the cross, yet, with these 1 am 
somewhat in doubt, and how can 1 be otherwise, when far- 
ished with no better evidence than weekly newspaper detail 
—detail so frequently contradicted by an appeal to the facts 
they so incorrectly deal out to their readers : and then, upon 
a nearer approach to these asserted cases, so far as my ob- 
servation has gone, the evidence has been still stronger 
against their producing any real increase of vital goodness. 
Much that has fallen within my personal observation, leads 
me to lament a very visible want of sound orModbxpriDCqile^ 
and a stil! greater dereliction of mora/ principte. ■ V13 
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From this view of orthodoxy, as given by Mr. B — , we 
learn two things. First, (he probable reason why the oiv 
thodox did not attem|il an answer to the "Inquiry" — ihC:. 
reason is rather obvious, the orthodox were conticious that 
ihey were too much on the wane themselves to do any 
Ihing with Mr. B — ; he would have said, if they had 
** opened their lips" — ' Physician heal thyself.' He does say, 
"Before they open the-jr lips against me, let them return to 
*' the doctrines of tbe^r forefathers and confess how greatly 
** they liave departed from the good old war/." We are 
taught secondly, how to take our leave of Mr. B — . We 
have an opportunity now of introducing our friend Balfour 
to a body of the christian community with whom, it is pro- 
"bable. he had thought there could be little fellowship. Mr. 
B — insinuates that the orthodox do not believe in a future 
retribution for sinners, (231) and he justifies his " doubts" 
of their faith in this doctrine by argument not a little co- 
gent: if so, then they ine Uiiivcrsalists.andUniversalistaof 
Mr. B— 's class, Non-retributwnists. The j miction is easi- 
ly formed and it seems natuial ; for tliese apostatizing or- 
thodox, it seems have had a hand in forming our Inquirer's 
present scheme, and Mr. B — himself has given a delinea' 
tion of their decline so favourable to his own, that they in 
the fitness of things ought to coalesce, and declare them- 
selves one. But in this junction, for a junction there is, 
I solemnly call upon Mr, B — and his orthodox allies se- 
riously to consider from whence they are fallen and to re- 
pent, and to do their first works. 

In all the foregoing it will be perceived that I have been 
attempting a Reply to Mr. B — 's " Inquiry," not altogedi- 
er a reply to his Book ; to have replied to that, would have 
been to have interleaved 450 pages with twice as many more, 
and then to have extended these lectures to a wearisome 
length. Mr. B — 's theory is, that tliere is no future putt' 
ishment — Sheol or Hades,as the future invisible state of men, 
gives no proof of future punishment — Gehenna is no em- 
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blem of future state punisliment, nor has it any allusion to fu- 
ture punishment. To these articles I have attempted a re- 
ply, considering them to contain the nucleus of the whole 
theory ; some few incidentals, important in their place, 
have fallen under our notice. What has been our success 
the religious cammimity will decide. But for myself I 
must just say, that if I have proved any thing, I have prov- 
ed that the wicked are punished in a future state; this too 
has been proved by the Scriptures, without any regard to 
human systems or creeds, orthodox, or heterodox. If Mr. 
B — should think his *' Inquiry" not met, I have to demand 
of him, in the first place, an explicit statement of his own 
llieory— a precision of idea on future, in opposition, to 
eternal punishment, an acknowledgment that the former 
does not include the latter, or that, even proving there is no 
eternal punishment, it is not proved that there is no future 
punishment. And then I shall call upon him to prove, in 
direct terms, from the Scriptures ; that all the wicked are 
received into happiness immediately at death ; this he mtist 
do, not by negatives but by positives : JVe have dealt in 
positives, We have shown you the wicked ' in torments,' 
•tormented in Hades.' — 'Soul and body destroyed, (not 
annihilated) in Gehenna.' Now it remains for Mr. B — to 
prove positively the reverse, and tliat in similar terms — 
Without this positive way of going to work, it will not 
serve his purpose to give a new edition of his present 
" Inquiry," or to publish his announced second or " sep- 
arate Inquiry." No, nothing will do, the public will re- 
ceive nothing from him, but plain matters of fact as laid 
down in the Scriptures. Nothing short of this shall I 
pledge myself to notice. And now to the God of truth I 
commend him, and his, praying with my whole heart, 
that he yet may be the honoured instrument of eliciting di- 
vine truth, and finally be brought to the highest enjoyment 
of it in the midst of the Paradise of God. 



LECTUlffi VI. MK 



4. 



To this congregation one word. The society meeting in 
thn chiuiQli "wU tfccept my thanks^ which I now publidjr 
tencfer thenn^for the handsome accommodation afforded mc: 
in the uae <tf this pulpit, and for their candour in admit^g 
a ^ free inquiry' in their place when refused by others. Magr 
the Grod of all grace be your portion, and may we in hear 
ven together praise Grod and the Lamb for the privileges en* 
joyed in these exercises. The choir, whose sweet and har* 
monic sounds have inspired our devotions, will also accept 
our thanks. May they under heaven's highest arch unite 
with angels and elders and harpers in the praise of God and 
the Lamb forever and ever. This audience, some of thcm^ 
have come from far, and stood many a weary hour, and all 
have attentively listened ; accept a humble acknowledgment 
from a preacher, whose measure of talent has been muchas^ 
sisted by your patience and seriousness, and persevering ap»^ 
plication to the interesting subject we have been calkd to; 
consider. May that blood, which was shed for the congnB^ 
gation and the priesthood, be upon you, and upon him that 
has ministered to you. ' And now unto him that is aUe t<k 
keep you from falling, and to present you &ultless before tibq 
presence of hb glory with exceeding joy, to the only wiacf 
God our Saviour, be glory, and majesty, domkiioa aiift 
power, both now and ever Amen.' 
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The sixlli and lad Lecture 
four's nyBlem to he 



e partieularlj. declares Mr. B«I- 
I to Uivirie Aiirhoril?. as re- 



I 



a to he iuiiir<ri:l ii|ij)<i<)lK 
vealed in llie HtAj Utripiarea. Tliitt is Itie |>oiiJt al wliicli we are at 
iaiue, and this i!i wbul 1 wnulil vvisli deeply (o iinj>rea!i upon \na initid { 
for iliU espepial purpoie [bit n>ile t* added. The ■' Inquiry"' \» written 
to ahow that ihe wicked, dying in wickedness go immediately at 
death In fiilnre happiiie^is. — la opponilinn lo thin 1 have eiidiMroiired 
to show that lite Seriptuni declare, lliat. llie wicked at death ga in- 
la a «tale of future punJKhnicnt : paij«agCs expressing this have beea 
cited, and a view giren of lhi« doctrine as a fiicl demnrHiraled, as 
distinctly and positively, a* (hat the righteous al death have hope, 
and go into a slate of future happiae-<4. If Mr. B— should ihink 
proper lo remark upon the furegnin^, nnd offer hi* remarks aa a ref- 
titalion of my uMseriod scriptun: theory, I wish now finally (o reraM 
biiDi that bis going over th« old ground, Sheol, Hades, &c. will b« •( 
no avail, he has done more than enoni^h there already.— It will be 
equally in vain to call in ihe help of Dr. Campbell, and other learn- 
ed writers, every journey ihat way is travelling beyond the rerorJ. — 
Neither must he fall upon an exposure of the orthodox, they may he 
u CKTUpt at he repreneDta them, or they may nnl, it matlera Dnthiog 
to Mm or me in thi« ease. Mr. B — has lo show us in the Seripluret 
this doctrine, namely, that. The wicked halh hope in his de^th. — 
That the wicked go into life eternal. — That the wicked shall ahiae 
as the sun in the kingdom of God. — That within, not wilboul, are 
dogs and sorcsrers, &e. he must give us chapter and verse for this, 



M we have done in esi 
stand pledged to aeknow 
pledge myself to say oue 
this dispute and discussii 
of a parly, i 




ilc doctrine, and then I 
ledge myself defeated, but not till then, do I 
word. Mr. B— is lo be aware also, that ia 
on, 1 have been in no sense ibe organ or agent 
<u those in the christian world, whose theological sys- 
tem may be supposed to favour mine, have stood off, and my humble 
effort bus been under their frown | they have nu interest, they say, in 
this controversy, therefore in Mr. B — 's defeat they gain nothing, or 
in his triumph they lose nothing ; I am a single individual, alone and 
unpledged in ibis warfare. Mr, B — musi then reply to me, if he 
reply at all, not to any one, or to any parly besides. I am as indifferent 
to the views of these pailies as they can he lo Ihe result of this dia- 
Gussion ; so lhat if 1 fail to convince Mr. B — the church will suffer 
no damage, and if I succeed and restore Mr. B — and bis followers 
to Ihe right way — lo " ihe good old way," 1 have only to add devout- 
ly, TO Odd be all the clokt. 
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This book should be returned to 
the Library on or before the last date 
stamped below. 

A fine o£ five cents a day is incurred 
by retaining it beyond the specified 
time. 

Please return promptly. 




